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however,  some  eases  in  which  discussions  of  theolo^cal  and  other 
qnestionshaye  been  attended  with  good*  and  I  hope  this  occasion  will 
present  snch  an  instance.  When  I  remember  that  Jesus  Christ  did 
not  hesitate  to  dispute  with  the  Scribes  and  Dortors  of  the  law 
and  expose  their  fallacies  in  the  hearing  of  the  people,  that  St. 
Paul  disputed  with  the  distinguished  Jews  and  Greeks,  that  Luther 
and  his  associates  held  pubuc  discussions  with  the  Cardinals  and 
Le^es  of  Rome,  that  Wesley  and  his  coadjutors  were  as  distin- 
guished for  their  polemics  as  for  their  christian  catholcity,  my 
mind  is  relieved,  and  my  sense  of  duty  und^r  the  circumstances  en- 
ables me  to  rise  superior  to  the  judgment  of  friends ;  and  I  stand 
fully  committed  to  the  prosecution  of  this  debate.  But  while  my 
mind  is  affected  with  hesitation  and  diffidence  on  these  and  some 
other  accounts,  there  are  other  considerations  which  are  a  source 
of  real  pleasure.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  know  that  I  am  to  address  a 
congregation  of  candid  persons,  who  will  duly  appreciate  and 
weigh  the  arguments  presented.  I  do  not  know  that  I  could  have 
suited  myselfbetter  in  this  respect,  had  the  choice  been  left  entirely 
to  me.  Some  apprehension  was  felt  that  the  contracted  dimensions 
of  the  house  would  not  a&>rd  sufficient  accommodation  for  the  peo- 
ple ;  but  I  have  never  believed  that  the  congregation  would  not  lis- 
ten with  candor  and  impartiality  to  what  was  said.  And  it  shall 
be  my  study  to  give  reasons  for  what  I  may  say ;  indeed,  I  should 
consider  it  trifling  with  the  good  sense  of  the  audience,  if  I  were 
to  fill  up  the  time  with  common  place  remarks,  or  throw  dust  into 
their  eyes,  instead  of  addressing  their  understanding. 

It  is  alno  a  source  of  pleasure  to  me,  that  the  disputants  have 
been  able  to  secure  the  services  of  the  gentlemen  who  are  to  act  as 
Moderators.  I  have  confidence  in  those  gentlemen,  in  their  intel- 
ligence, judgment  and  integrity  ;  and  I  believe,  if  circumstances 
shall  require  them  to  give  decisions,  they  will  be  charactenzed  by 
impartiality,  and  that  the  whole  business  of  the  debate,  as  far  as 
they  are  responsible  for  its  conduct,  will  be  so  carried  forward  as 
to  give  satistaction  to  to  all  parties. 

It  is  also  a  source  of  great  pleasure  to  me  that  I  have  for  my  op- 
ponent the  Rev.  J.  M.  Austin,  whose  praise  is  in  ail  the  Univer- 
sal ist  Congregations.  There  is  only  one  man  of  whom  I  have  any 
information  whom  I  would  prefer  to  meet  in  a  discussion  of  this 
kind ;  namely  Mr.  Skimnke  :  not  because  I  suppose  he  is  more 
talented,  but  he  has  more  reputation  as  a  debater,  and  as  the  cham- 
pion of  Universalism  in  Central  New  York :  But  in  the  absence 
of  Mr.  Skinner,  Mr.  Austin  is  of  all  others,  the  man  1  prefer  to 
meet.  So  far  as  I  know,  he  has  the  confidence  of  his  own  people ; 
he  claims  the  authorship  of  a  number  of  books  and  pamphlets;  is 
the  corresponding  editor  of  the  Evangelical  Magazine,  so  called ;  is 
the  preacher  of  the  most  wealthy  and  respectable  Universalist  so* 
ctety  in  this  section  of  the  state ;  and  exhibits  too  as  I  understand r 
great  learning  and  ability  in  criticism  on  the  Greek  text    In  meet- 
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inc  Mr.  Austin,  therefore,  I  meet  a  man  who  can  defend  Uniyer- 
safism,  if  a  defence  of  that  system  he  possihie.  And  if  in  the  - 
course  of  this  debate,  he  finds  it  necessary  to  avoid  defining  his 
position  on  questions  which  will  incidentally  arise;  should  he 
caril  and  deal  in  sophistry  or  attempt  to  throw  dnst  in  your  eyes, 
where  he  onght  to  meet  argaments,  and  dispose  of  them  in  a  fair 
and  candid  way,  .the  congregation  will  understand  that  it  is  not  be- 
cause  he  lacks  ability,  or  information,  bat  it  must  be  attributed  to 
some  inherent  and  unconquerable  perversity  in  the  nature  of  the 
cause  he  advocates.  Mr.  Austin  will  understand  me  as  intending 
nothing  disrespectful  in  these  personal  allusions.  My  own  course 
shaJi  tie,  to  give  arguments  that  pertain  to  the  merits  of  the  subject, 
and  reasons  for  what  I  have  to  say ;  and  if  Mr.  Austin  will  meet 
me  on  this  ground  he  shall  have  my  thanks  for  his  candor  whatever 
I  may  think  of  his  logic.  With  these  preliminary  remarks  I  ap- 
proach the  question  before  us. 

The  question  is.  Does  Gospel  Salvation  embrace  Dcuver- 
Ancc  moM  JUST  AND  DcsERVED  PvKisHBfcNT?  Here  Mr.  Austin 
denies,  and  I  affirm.  Before  I  lay  down  the  first  argument  in  sup- 
port of  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  I  wish  to  state  a  few  princi- 
ples, which  more  or  less  govern  the  administration  of  law,  associ- 
ated with  the  docrine  of  divine  punishment.  1.  The  law  of  God 
is  like  himself,  holy,  just,  and  good — a  transcript  of  the  Divine 
mind.  2.  The  penalty  associated  with  the  law,  is  like  the  law 
itself,  holy,  just,  and  good,  and  hence  it  must  be  as  rieht  and  just, 
that  the  penalty  shoulu  be  inflicted  upon  those  who  violate  the  law, 
as  that  the  law  itself  should  demand  obedience.  3.  Where  the 
law  is  transgressed,  and  the  penalty  incurred,  there  is  no  power  in 
the  creature  to  avert  the  penalty,  nor  does  the  law  itself  provide  a 
remedy.  4.  As  all  have  sinned  and  come  short  of  the  glory  of  God , 
all  have  incurred  the  penalty,  and  it  must  be  inflicted  upon  all  to 
the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  unless  the  law-giver  or  government- 
al  power,  resort  to  some  expedient,  in  view  of  which  the  ends  of 
good  government  are  equally  well  sustained,  while  the  sinner  is 
allow^  to  escape  the  penalty  and  become  the  subject  of  divine 
clemency.  5.  This  expedient  is  found  in  the  gospel  and  in  the 
docnne  of  atonement.  It  will  be  perceived  that  the  question  does 
■ot  relate  to  the  nature  of  the  penalty  nor  yet  to  the  duration  of 
the  penalty,  bat  simply  to  this  fact ;  whether  the  Gospel  makes 
provision  whereby  the  sinner  may  escape  the  penalty  of  the  lav 
which  be  has  violated,  as  well  as  escape  from  the  tendency  an 
necessity  of  committing  sin.  At  this  point  I  aflirm,  and  Mr.  Au( 
tin  denies. 

Perhaps  it  will  prevent  misapprehension  if  I  here  define  th 
terms  of^the  question.    By  the  Gotpd^  I  mean  that  system  of  grac 
and  mercy  introduced  to  the  world  through  the  Savior  revealed  ii 
•  scripture,  and  illastrated  by  all  the  principles  and  facts  developed 
miidex  e^tij  dispensation  of  God  to  man.    By  talvatum,  I  meaa 
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deliyeTsnce  from  sio  and  its  consequences.  Deliyemnce  is  used 
Bynomymonsly  with  salvation,  thoogh  restricted  to  the  consequen- 
ces of  sin.  iy  punishment,  I  mean  the  natural  and  legal  conse- 
quences of  sin.  Dvjust  and  deserved,  I  mean  that  kind  and  amount 
of  punishment  which  the  sinner  deserves  on  account  of  transgres- 
sion. 

I  now  proceed  to  lay  down  my  first  argument  in  support  of  thia 
proposition.  It  is  drawn  from  the  nature  of  tfa^  Gosnel,  as  an- 
nounced to  the  shepherds  on  the  night-clad  plains  of  Bethlehem, 
**  Behold  1  bring  you  glad  tidings  of  great  joy,  which  shall  be  to  all 
people."  Now  what  did  the  shepherds  understand  by  this  ?  It  muM 
mean  something  or  it  means  nothing.  If  it  means  nothing,  the 
Gospel  must  be  worse  than  nothing,  because  it  trifles  with  the 
dearest  and  most  cherished  interests  and  hopes  of  men.  If  it  means 
something,  that  something  must  be  worthy  of  the  benevolence  of 
God,  of  the  Gospel  itself,  and  rich  in  its  benefits  to  sinful  and 
wretched  ihan.  But  I  cannot  conceive  how  this  is  possible  unless 
there  is  embraced  in  the  Gospel  a  provision  for  the  deliverance  of 
the  sinner  from  the  consequences  of  his  transgressions.    **  Behold 

1  bring  you  good  tidings  of  great  joy.**  **  GckmI  tidings*'  of  what  ? 
"  Great  joy,"  on  what  account  ?  Abstract  from  the  Gospel  the  idea 
of  a  provision  for  the  deliverance  of  the  sinner  from  the  consequen- 
ces of  his  sins,  and  you  strip  it  at  once  of  its  high  character.  It 
will  not  do  to  say  that  Christ  was  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
Tealing  to  the  world  the  doctrine  of  a  future  state,  and  that  this 
was  the  design,  the  whole  design  of  the  Gospel.  Because  the  doc- 
trine of  a  future  state  was  in  the  world  before  Christ's  day,  and  be- 
fore the  atonement  was  made.  No  part  of  the  world  is  so  degra- 
ded as  to  have  lost  entirely  the  idea  of  a  future  state,  although  va- 
riously corrupted  by  their  depravity  and  errors.  Nor  will  it  do  to 
say  that  the  design  of  Christ  and  the  Gospel  was  to  reveal  to  them 
their  ignorance  of  the  character  of  God,  or  their  prejudices  apiinst 
his  holiness,  his  attributes  and  his  government,  for  this  would  not 
be  an  occasion  of  glad  tidings  and  great  ioy  to  those  to  whom  it 
came,  but  rather  one  of  self  abasement,  humiliation  and  sorrow. 
But  when  you  connect  with  this  announcement  the  idea  of  a  pro- 
vision for  the  relief  of  mankind  from  the  consequences  of  their  sins, 
we  have  something  which  makes  the  announcement  consistent  with 
itself,  and  that  gives  sufficient  occasion  for  it  to  be  considered  '*  as 
good  tidings  of  great  joy"  to  all  people  to  whom  it  may  come,  and 
this,  let  it  be  understood,  is  precisely  the  point  at  which  the  human 
mind  most  needed  relief.  It  is  insepaiable  from  a  fuUen  and  cor- 
rupt state  of  man  to  be  oppressed  with  a  sense  of  guilt,  and  fearful 
forebodings  of  future  wrath.  Elspecially  is  this  the  case  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  specific  knowledge  of  a  plan  by  which  men  may  he 
saved  from  that  future  wrath.  That  state  of  mind  so  feelingly  and 
forcibly  described  by  St.  Paul  in  his  epistle  to  the  Romans,  was  the  ^ 
leading  feature  of  the  world's  experience,  for  centuries  before  his* 
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^y:  ■*  0\  wretched  man  that  I  am— who  shall  delirer  me  Icoai 
the  body  of  this  death."  ADnsion  is  here  made  to  the  practice  oi 
chaiaing  eiiiniiials  to  a  dead  Dody  antil  they  were  poisoned  b^*  its 
pntrifaction,  and  safibcated  by  its  stench.  This  was  the  condition 
of  the  world  morally,  and  of  erery  sinner  in  particular.  A  sense 
of  gailt  and  pollution,  and  fear  of  punishment,  hung  like  an  iuca- 
bos  upon  the  mind,  and  consumed  their  joys  and  drank  up  their 
spirits. 

And  this  was  true,  though  not  to  the  same  extent  with  the  Jews. 
The  revelations  of  Sinai,  and  the  sacrificial  demands  of  their  law, 
taught  them  that  man  cannot  be  just  with  God.  Oppressive  con- 
science, and  the  ominous  voice  of  nature,  spoke  of  guilt  in  man, 
and  wrath  against  such  as  transgressed  his  laws.  The  only  relief 
they  found  was  in  the  predictions  of  the  prophets.  These  assured 
them  of  the  coming  of  a  Savior,  of  the  introduction  of  a  day  in  which 
God  would  be  merciful  to  their  unrighteousness  and  remember  their 
sins  and  iniquities  no  more.  This  Savior,  and  this  day,  were  her- 
alded in  by  the  celelestial  messengers  when  they  announced,  **  Be- 
hold I  bring  you  good  tidings  of  great  joy !"  **Good  tidings !"  bow  ? 
'* Great  joy  !**  on  what  account  ?  That  a  Savior  was  to  save  his 
people  mm  their  sins  and  introduce  peace  on  earth,  and  good  will 
to  maR.  The  sum  of  this  argument  is,  that  the  gospel  cannot  be 
good  tidings  in  any  consistent  sense  if  we  exclude  from  it  the  idea 
of  a  deliverance  from  the  consequences  of  sin.  The  gospel  is  the 
aanoanceraenlof  a  general  animosity  to  the  world  of  rebels  against 
Che  throne  and  government  of  God'.  That  announcement  is  that 
tiioae  who  repeat  of  their  sins  and  turn  to  God  shall  be  saved,  and 
relieved  of  that  fast  and  deserved  punishment  which  must  inevitably 
fall  upon  them  unless  some  provision  of  this  kind  be  introduced  for 
their  benefit 

Our  second  argument  in  support  of  this  proposition,  is  based  on 
CkrtMts  advent  as  expressed  to  Joseph  by  the  Aneel  who  appeared 
to  him  in  a  dream  :    '*  Thou  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus,  for  he  shall 
save  his  people /rom  then  ttn*."    The  name  Jetus  signifies  deltv- 
erer,  or  one  who  saves.     It  is  a  modification  of  the  term  Joshua  ; 
the  original  name  was  modified  by  the  addition  of  the  first  syllable 
of  the  name  Jehovah.    The  import  is,  the  deliverer,  or  one  who 
saves.    The  name  Jesus  therefore  indicates  his  business  to  be  tr 
save  his  people.     He  is  denominated  Christy  which  signifies  ar 
nointed,  as  he  was  for  this  work.     He  is  also  called  Emanuel,  whi< 
sinifies,  God  with  tcs.    Christ  was  therefore  a  divine  deliver 
What  was  his  business  ?    It  was  announced  by  the  passage,  **  I 
shall  save  his  people  from  their  sins."    But  salvation  means  deir 
etaace,  hence  if  Christ  delivers,  there  must  be  something  from  whic 
he  delivers.    And  this  something  must  have  a  positive  existence 
otherwise  there  would  be  no  deliverance  in  the  case.     The  an- 
■ouneemeat  sa3rs,  that  st^mething^  is  sin,    **  He  shall  save  his  peo- 
ple froim  their  sins."    To  understand  how  he  saves  from  sin,  we 
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mufll  vnderatand  what  0in  is.  **  Sin,"  says  the  Apostle,  **  is  tha 
tnuisiCf^ssion  of  the  law.*'  Not  a  mere  abstraction,  or  something 
that  may  be  thought  of  or  contemplated — a  mere  ideal  existence. 
It  is  a  reality,  a  fact  which  exists  ander  the  government  of  God, 
and  which  has  as  real  an  existence  as  any  otner  fact.  As  there 
can  be  no  sin  without  transgression,  there  can  be  no  transgression 
without  a  transgressor.  And  when  the  law  is  transgressed,  sia 
exists  and  not  before.  Hence  it  has  a  real  existence  in  connection 
with  the  sinner's  moral  character,  and  is  consequently  a  part  of  the 
moral  character  of  the  sinner.  To  save  man  from  sin  implies  a 
modification  or  change  of  moral  character,  and  must  involve  in  it 
the  effects  of  sin,  or  its  natural  and  legal  consequences.  The  pas- 
si^  says,  "  He  saves  his  people  from  their  sins,"  and  to  be  $aved 
from  their  sins,  they  must  be  saved  from  the  sins  which  they  have 
committed.  For  in  no  other  sense  can  they  be  called  their  sins. 
Therefore  it  is  plain  that  to  be  saved  from  their  sins,  is  to  be  deliv- 
ered from  the  eflects  and  consequences  of  their  ctctual  transgressions. 
This  conclusion  is  irresistable ;  there  is  no  other  alternative.  The 
effects  and  consequences  of  sin  ma^  be  described  as  moral  defile- 
ment, guilt,  condemnation,  and  punishment.  Is  it  said  that  Christ 
saves  the  sinner  from  sin  by  saving  him  from  defilement  i  I  an- 
swer, this  would  involve  deliverance  from  punishment,  unless 
fl^iik  remains  after  defilement  is  removed,  which  would  be  absurd. 
It  it  said  that  he  saves  him  bv  removing  his  g^ilt  ?  I  again  answer, 
this  removes  punishment,  unless  God  should  punish  a  being  no  Ion* 
ger  guilty,  which  would  be  unjust.  Is  salvation  efiecled  by  remo- 
vin|^  condemnation  ?  My  answer  still  is,  this  would  deliver  from 
punishment,  which  always  follows  condemnation.  If  condemna- 
tion he  removed,  the  punishment  which  follows  condemnation  must 
be  removed  also.  Is  it  said  the  sinner  is  saved  from  guilt  and  con- 
demnation after  he  has  suffered  all  his  sins  deserve  ?  Still  again  I 
answer,  if  he  has  suffered  all  his  sins  deserve,  he  is  no  longer  guilty 
or  condemned,  and  hence  cannot  be  the  subject  of  salvation  in  these 
respects.  To  suppose  him  yet  saved  from  guilt  would  be  to  sup- 
pose him  still  guilty ;  if  still  guilty,  he  still  deserves  punishment — 
hence  to  save  him  from  guilt  would  be  to  save  him  from  punish- 
ment.— [  Time  expired. 

[MR.   AUSTIN*8  TIRST  HBPLT.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators,  and  Reacted  Friends  .-—I  can  fully 
agree  with  my  friend  on  the  opposite  side,  in  so  much  of  his  intro- 
ductory remarks,  as  relate  to  the  importance  of  a  discust^ion  of  this 
character.  His  personal  allusions,  however,  are  far  to  flattering  to 
allow  me  to  pass  them  without  a  decided  disclaimer.  I  do  not  possess 
nor  claim  the  reputation  of  a  controversialist.  Indeed,  public  dis- 
cusnon  is  measurably  new  business  to  me.  Neither  am  I  entitled 
to  the  encomiums  for  scholarship  and  critical  abilities,  which  have 
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by  the  Brother  on  the  opposite  side,  and  made  an  eflbrt  to  hare  it 
passed  by.  S^ot,  be  it  understood,  from  any  want  of  confidence  in 
the  position  I  shall  take  on  the  question ;  but  because  I  believed 
this  topic  would  in  some  degree,  intercept  our  approach  to  ques* 
tions  of  greater  importance,  which  I  am  desirous  to  have  thoroughly 
investigated  before  this  enlightened  community.  As  the  world 
is,  the  public  can  leave  their  business  and  their  homes  but  a  brief 
space  of  time,  to  attend  a  public  discussion.  It  is  so,  1  have  no 
doubt  with  my  opposing  friend— I  know  it  is  with  myself. 
Having  many  duties  to  perform,  I  cannot  devote  any  great  length 
of  time  to  a  public  investigation  of  questions,  unless  they  are  of  the 
highest  consideration.  I  believed  it  would  be  better  to  go  at  once 
to  the  great  fundamental  principles  which  take  hold  upon  man's 
eternal  destiny,  and  spend  what  time  we  have,  in  their  examination 
rather  than  in  discussing  minor  issues.  It  is  assuredly  not  of  so 
much  importance  to  determine  whether  men  be  saved  from  punish- 
ment, or  through  punishment,  as  whether  they  are  to  be  saved  at 
ALL !  That  was  tne  point  at  which  I  wished  to  arrive  directly.  In- 
asmuch, however,  as  my  friend  would  not  consent  to  discuss  the 
doctrines  of  Universal  Salvation  and  Endless  Misery,  without  de- 
hating  the  present  question,  I  have  consented  to  the  arrangement 

Having  thus  been  brought  to  the  investigation  of  this  subject,  it 
aflbrds  me  an  opportunity — of  which  I  shall  not  be  backward  to 
avail  myself— of^exposing  to  public  view,  a  class  of  opinions,  which, 
although  hoary  with  age,  and  sanctioned  for  generations  by  popu- 
lar favor,  and  the  high  regard  of  the  world,  are  nevertheless,  errors 
that  have  exerted  an  influence  highly  deleterious  to  the  Morality 
as  well  as  to  the  Religion  of  Christendom.  I  must  be  permitted  to 
express  my  deep  surprise  and  regret,  that  gentlemen  of  the  learn- 
ing and  respectability  of  my  friend  opposite,  and  a  majority  of  the 
BO  called  Evangelical  Clergy,  should  take  the  positions  they  do,  on 
the  subject  involved  in  the  present  question,  and  on  kindred  doc- 
trines. I  can  but  be  astonished  that  men  of  their  intelligence 
should  turn  away  from  the  light  and  knowledge  on  Biblical  Criti- 
cism and  Sacred  Literature  which  have  illuminated  the  world  during 
the  three  hundred  years  that  have  elapsed  since  the  Reformation, 
and  setting  their  faces  rigidly  back  to  tlu  dim  shadows  of  the  past, 
cling  with  the  desperation  of  a  death-struggle,  to  doctrines  origina- 
ting in  the  very  Midnight  of  the  dark  ages^  and  which  bear  stamped 
on  their  every  lineament,  the  Heathen  ignorance  from  which  they 
emanated.  This  holding  fast  to  darkness  in  the  midst  of  light,  I  can 
compare  with  no  case  io  the  history  of  the  world,  except  the  per- 
versity with  which  the  Jews  clung  to  their  old  religion,  when  the 
light  of  the  gospel  beamed  upon  them  in  the  days  of  the  Savior. 
It  is  a  marked  illustration  of  the  power  of  early  education,  the 
strength  of  prejudice,  and  the  seductive  influence  of  popular  favor. 

The  moral  position  occupied  by  my  opponent  and  myself,  on  this 
question,  is  very  different.     If  I  err  in  maintaining,  in  this  discus- 
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I  conceive,  from  tbe  plainest  principles  of  moral  pfaUosophy,  and 
are  susceptible  of  universal  application. 

The  authority  of  God  emanates  not  from  his  power^  but  alone 
from  his  infinite  goodness.  It  is  because  he  is  **good  unto  all,'* 
that  he  lef^itimately  extends  his  government  over  all.  and  commands 
them  to  obey.  If  he  was  not  eood  unto  every  being,  he  could  not 
rightfully  call  upon  all  to  render  obedience.  His  government  was 
organized  for  the  one  great  purpose  of  conferring  benefit— good — 
happiness — on  all  created  beings.  This  principle  is  fully  recog 
nized  in  the  Scriptures.  The  Psalmist  exclaims,  **  Serve  the  Lord 
with  gladness :  come  before  his  presence  with  singing.  •  •  • 
Enter  into  his  gates  with  thanksgiving,  and  into  his  courts  with 
praise :  be  thankful  unto  him  and  bless  his  name  '*— [Why  ?  Be- 
cause he  has  the  power  to  command  us  to  do  so,  and  to  inflict  pun- 
ishment if  we  disobey  ?  No.] — *•  For  the  Lord  is  good,  his  mercy 
is  everlasting,  and  his  tnith  endurelh  to  all  generations.**  (Ps.  c. 
2-5.)  Here  Groodness  is  clearly  recognized  as  the  source  of  Grod's 
authority.  The  Apostle  John  says,  '•  We  love  him,"  [and  should 
obey  and  serve  him,  not  because  he  has  power  to  require  and  en- 
force obedience,]  but  **  because  he  first  loved  us.**    (1  John  iv.  19.) 

Was  I  he  government  of  God  or^nized  for  the  purpose  of  destroy- 
ing the  happiness  of  a  part  of  his  creatures,  or  was  it  designedly 
administered  in  such  a  manner  as  to  produce  that  result,  then  it 
would  be  a  despotism  of  the  most  cruel  description,  and  they  woulih 
be  under  no  moral  obligation  to  obey  him.  There  can  be  no  moral 
wrong  in  disobeying  a  government  administered  for  the  benefit  of 
a  part,  at  the  expense  of  the  remainder.  Hence,  the  position  that 
God*s  government  is  designed  to  promote  the  greatest  good  of  the 
greatest  number  /  as  that  phrase  is  usually  understood — (that  is. 
the  greatest  good  of  a  part,  wrought  out  through  the  greatest  evil 
of  the  others,) — is  asserting  a  principle,  which  can  in  no  way  per- 
tain to  the  government  of  a  perfect  God.  To  those  who  would  be 
sacrificed  for  the  good  of  the  remainder,  such  a  government  would 
be  a  tyranny.  No  man  can  be  placed  in  a  condition  for  any  cause 
— in  consequence  of  any  crime  he  may  have  committed, — where  it 
would  be  right  to  sacrifice  him,  simply  for  the  benefit  of  others. 
To  punish  him  justly,  would  be  right.  But  to  sacrifice  him  to  pro- 
mote good  in  another  quarter,  would  be  a  wrong  and  unjust  ex- 
ercise of  authority.  However  guilty  an  individual  may  be, -still  be 
retains  some  inherent  rights  which  cannot  be  alienated.  And  among 
the  most  important  of  these  rights  is  this — That  however  much  he 
may  be  punished  as  an  example  for  the  benefit  of  others,  his  own 
improvement  and  restoration  to  virtue  is  not  to  be  lost  sight  of.  Of- 
ficers of  justice  are  authorized  to  inflict  a  certain  amount  of  punish- 
ment on  convicts  committed  to  their  charge — and  no  more  !  Why  ? 
Because  even  the  guilty  have  rights  which  must  not  be  trampled 
upon.  True  justice,  in'no  case,  violate^  the  dictates  of  humanity, 
and  requires  no  punishment  that  calls  upon  men  to  forget  the  guilty 
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have  seen  bat  two  as  yet,  hdI  it  in  likely  there  will  be  bat  reiy  few 
here.     I  alone  stand  responsible,  and  [  stan  1  fearlessly,  because  I 
have  truth  for  nfiy  basis.     But  that  thin  is  a  fundamental  questioD, 
as  Mr.  Austin  himself  admitted,  will  be  sufficiently  apparent  when 
we  ad?ert  to  the  single  fact,  that  if  men  must  be  punished  for  all 
their  sins,  and  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  the  atonement  of  Jesus  Christ.    The  view  that  is  taken  of 
this  question  by  Mr.  Austin  and  the  Universalists  generally,  sub- 
verts the  whole  Gospel,     if  there  be  no  atonement,  then  we  must 
take  a  different  view  of  every  element  of  the  Gospel,  for  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ  is  the  centre  around  which  every  other  Gospel  truth 
revolves :  they  derive  their  vitality,  efficiency  and  power  to  save 
from  the  atonement.     But  this  doctrine  of  human  punishment,  of 
expiating  our  pins  by  punishment,  .stanJs  directly  in  the  place  of 
propitiation  which  GoJ  has  set  forth,  through  faith  in  Cbrist'e  blood, 
that  he  might  be  just  and  the  ju^tifierof  those  who  believe  in  Jesus. 
I  regard  this  question  therefore  as  important,  that  on  its  settlement 
depends  those  other  most  vital  points,  a  vicarious  atonement,  the 
forgiveness  of  sins,  the  enjoyment  of  salvation  here  and  the  assu- 
rance of  everlasting  life  hereafter.     In  short  it  is  a  question  of  no 
less  importance  than  whether  the  world  is  without  hope,  or  whether 
God  in  his  goodness  has  visited  us  with  a  dispensation  of  (^raceand 
mercy.     My  friend  is  surprised  that  f  and  others  who  believe  with 
me  should  take  such  pleasure  as  we  do  in  thisand  other  doctrines,  bat 
why  should  this  excite  surprise,  since  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  has  been 
introduced  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  man  from  the  necessity  of 
damnation  ?    How  can  be  be  surprise!  that  we  should  believe  in  the 
atonement  of  Jesus,when  it  is  expressly  said  that  be  suffered  the  just 
for  the  unjust  that  he  mi^ht  bring  us  to  Grod  ?    How  with  the  Bible  in 
his  hand  can  he  entertain  surprise  that  we  should  adopt  tho^e  doc- 
trines which  lay  at  the  foundation  of  the  whole  Gospel  system;  and 
on  which  the  hopes  of  men  with  respect  to  eternal  salvation  are  built? 
Were  our  doctrines  built  on  some  chimera  of  the  brain,  were  they 
maintained  with  a  pertinacity  which  indicates  a  mere  fondness  for 
old  errors,  had  they  no  support  from  the  scriptures,  were  it  not  neces- 
ary  to  take  this  ground  in  order  to  move  in  harmony  with  Grod  and 
the  teachings  of  his  holy  word,  then  there  might  be  some  foundation 
for  the  gentleman's  remarks,  though  it  would  be  still  more  surpri- 
sing, that  the  Gospel,  introduced  for  the  world's  salvation  should 
after  ail  afford  us  no  relief,  nor  furnish  us  with  a  single  elemerat 
of  salvation :  such  would  be  the  case  were  the  doctrine  for  which 
he  contends  true.     He  says  that  if  he  errs,  it  is  on  the  right  side  of 
the  question.     How  is  it  on  the  right  side  of  the  question  ?     If  he 
errs,  it  is  in  leading  the  sinner  to  suppose  he  has  no  other  punishment 
to  endure  than  that  which  he  receives  as  he  passes  through  this 
world.     He  errs  in  leading  the  sinner's  mind  away  from  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  deluding  him  with  the  vain  hope  of  expiating  hie 
offences  by  the  few  aciies  and  pains  of  body  and  mind,  which  are 
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cenmoii  to  our  earthly  existence.  Is  it  a  trifling  error  to  deny  the  * 
Lofd  who  boo^ht  us  ?  To  go  about  to  establish  oar  own  right- 
coosnesAt  refusing  to  sobmit  to  the  nehteoasness  of  God  ?  I  ask  * 
whether  his  error  is  on  the  right  side  it  it  should  be  found  the  incor- 
rigible sinner  cannot  satisfy  for  his  own  offences  without  eternal 
banishment  from  the  presence  and  glory  of  God  ?  This  question 
is  yet  to  be  discussed,  and  yet  he  assumes  this  error  to  be  a  trifling 
one.  The  truth  is,  if  it  be  an  error,  it  is  one  whose  consequences 
are  most  fearful :  it  leaves  the  sinner  entirely  without  the  means 
of  salration.  But  on  the  contrary,  should  my  riews  be  erroneous, 
DO  one  will  be  punished  less,  no  one  will  be  induced  to  sin  more. 
Universalism  teaches  that  the  nunishment  of  the  sinner  ceases 
when  he  repents.  So  t  teach :  but  I  do  not  teach  that  repentance 
pays  the  debt,  but  that  in  connection  with  faith,  it  is  indispensible 
to  pardon  and  salvation. 

I  assure  the  sinner  he  may  escape  the  punishment  of  bis  sins, 
but  it  is  only  on  condition  that  he  jrields  to  the  claims  of  the  gos- 
pel made  upon  him  not^ — that  he  exercises  thorough  repentance — 
becoflses  holy  in  heart,  and  life,  and  dedicates  himself  to  God  with- 
out reserve.    Only  in  this  way  can  the  virtue  of  the  atonement  be  ap- 
plied in  his  salvation,  God  never  pardons  tbe  sinner  until  he  sees  in 
the  heart,  a  fixed  purpose  to  forsake  sin  and  lead  a  holy  life.    There 
most  be  an  inward  hatred  and  hearty  renunciation  of  sin.     Nor  can 
the  sinner  repent  when  he  pleases,  because  the  power  to  repent  is 
oi  God,  and  be  may  withhold  the  grace  of  repentance  when  the  sin-    ; 
ner  presumes  upon  his  mercy.     And  if  after  the  reception  of  the    . 
pardon  given  for  sins  past,  they  depart  from  the  truth  then  em- 
braced, they  lose  the  benefit  of  that  pardon.    Take  these  facts  in  con- 
nection with  the  doctrine  1  advocate,  and  then  say  if  you  can,  that 
it  encourages  sin  and  transgression. 

The  autnoritv  of  God  and  of  his  law,  arises  from  his  goodness, 
Mr.  Austin  telU  you,  that  it  is  because  his  mercy  endureth  for- 
ever, that  he  posesses authority  to  make  law  for  sinners.    This  is  a 
singular  idea.     I  acknowledge  his  goodness  is  a  ground  of  obliicatiop 
to  obey  him ;  but  I  always  supposed  that  goodness  was  only  a  sin 
gle  attribute  of  the  Godhead  ;  and  that  his  authority  arises  from 
harmonious  exercise  of  his  attributes.    But  m^  friend  says  it  is  h 
goodness  alone.     What  then  becomes  of  the  justice,  holiness,  in 
Butabilit?  and  every  other  attribute  that  constitutes  the  divine  cha 
acter.     His  goodness  alone,  he  says  is  the  source  from  which  em^ 
nates  his  authority. 

There  are  some  other  points  in   connection  with  law,  which 
have  not  now  time  to  discuss.     The  subject  will  come  up  in  the  las. 
question,  and  1  promise  to  give  Mr.  Austin,  enough  of  law  before 
this  discussion  is  terminated. 

I  now  take  up  my  third  argjtment  in  support  of  the  afilrmitiv^^ 
of  this  question.  It  is  based  on  the  sufferings  of  Christ  for  sinners^% 
What  was  the  object  of  his  sofferings  ?  I  take  the  ground  that  man  I 
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was  and  is  benefitted  really  and  prospectively  by  tlie  soflbrmgs,  and 
death  of  Christ,  and  that  this  benefit  embraces  salration  from  pun- 
ishment   This  I  arrue,  first  from  the  fact  that  Christ  safiered. 
There  is  no  way  in  which  we  <*an  account  for  the  saflEsrinr  of  Christ 
only  on  the  supposition  that  they  operated  for  the  benefit  of  man. 
1.  He  did  not  suffer  for  himse]f--->he  was  without  sin,  in  heart  and 
in  life.    He  had  violated  no  law  and  on  his  own  account  was  ob- 
noxious to  no  penalty.     Suffering  as  it  exists  in  the  universe  is  the 
direct  or  indirect  result  of  a  violation  on  the  part  of  intelligent  be- 
ings, of  the  laws  and  conditions  of  their  existence.     But  as  Christ 
had  never  violated  any  law,  but  was  in  the  highest  sense  of  the 
term  jfut,  it  is  evident  however  we  may  account  for  his  sufferings, 
he  did  not  suffer  in  his  own  behalf.     Nor  is  suffering  a  necessary 
accompaniment  of  a  work  of  benevolence,  excluding  the  idea  of 
expiation  for  offences.     To  suppose  this,  would  be  to  suppose  the 
benevolent  works  of  God  were  attended  with  pain  to  himself,  or 
that  holy  angels  diminish  their  own  happiness  by  ministering  to 
those  who  are  heirs  of  salvation.    The  question  therefore  again  re- 
curs, what  was  the  object  of  Christ*s  snaring  ?    If  it  was  not  to 
expiate  his  own  offences,  nor  yet  because  suffering  is  necessarily 
connected  with  a  work  of  benevolence,  why  did  he  suffer  ?    Liet 
the  apostle  answer  the  question:     **  He  died  the  just  for  the  un- 
just, that  he  might  bring  us  to  God — he  suffered  for  us,  he  bore  our 
,    sins  in  his  own  body  on  (he  tree.^*     Let  the  prophet  fsaiah  answer 
I    the  question :    **  He  was  wounded  for  our  transgressions,  bruised 
for  our  iniquities;  the  chastisement  of  our  peace  was  upon  htm; 
br  his  stripes  we  are  healed.'*    Now  if  my  friend  Mr.  Austin,  caa 
tell  me  how  all  this  can  be  done  without  any  provision  for  salva- 
tion from  punishment,  I  would  like  to  hear  it.     But  is  it  asked  how 
the  death  of  Christ  operates  to  deliver  the  sinner  from  punishment  ? 
I  answer,  it  is  by  the  power  of  expiation  and  propitiation.     Let 
St.  Paul  illustrate  this  point :    '•  Scarcely  for  a  righteous  man  will 
one  die,  yet  peradventure  for  a  good  man,  some  would  even  dare 
to  die.*'    '*  Here,  to  die  for  a  gcjod  man,"  says  Doddridge,  **  is  to 
lay  down  one  life  in  order  to  save  another.^    But  God's  love  was 
commended  to  us  in  that  while  we  were  yet  sinners,  Christ  died  for 
us.    Th^t  is,  he  laid  down  his  life  in  order  to  save  the  livt^  of 
others."    The  Greek  prepositions  anti  and  uper,  used  in  these  and 
other  quotations,  and  translated  **for/*  signify /or  the  benefit,  or  in 
the  room  and  slead  of  others.     So  King  David,  **  would  to  God  I 
bad  died  for  thee."    Evidently  the  expression  of  a  wish  that  he 
bad  died  in  the  room  and  stead  of  Absalom.     Says  the  learned  Dr. 
Knapp, a  distinguished  German  theologian,  **  when  this  phraseology 
is  used  in  the  New  Testament  with  reference  to  Christ,  it  always 
means  that  he  died  in  the  slead  or  in  the  place  of  men,  to  deliver 
^them."    The  meaning  is  this :    **  Since  Christ  suffered  for  our  sins, 
^we  ourselves  are  freed  from  the  necessity  of  enduring  the  punish- 
'    meat  which  they  deserve."    See  vol*  ii.  page  305.    That  is,  Goa- 
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fieVsahratioa  embimeee  deliTersiice  from  iost  and  dwerred  pnnirii- 
■eiit.    The  penalty  of  the  law  violated  by  the  dinner,  is  so  satie- 
fied  by  the  M^nng  and  death  of  Christ,  that  those  who  repent  and 
Mieve  in  hhn,  are  freely  justified  and  exonerated  from  the  lega^ 
coBDeqaeneeaof  their  sins.  ^^ 

We  BOW  present  our  Fourth  Argument ,  fonnded  on  the  doctrine 
«f  redemption  as  expressed  in  Gralatians  iii.  15.  **  Christ  hath  re- 
cfauowd  as  from  the  corse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  cnrse  for  as." 
To  understand  the  force  of  this  passage,  and  by  consequence  the 
foree  of  this  argmnent,  we  mnst  irst  understand  what  the  curse  of 
the  law  is.  I  suppose  Mr.  Austin  will  agree  with  me  that  the  cnrse 
of  the  law  is  the  punishment  which  it  inflicts  on  the  transgressor. 
Hence  say  the  Scnptores,  **  cursed  is  every  one  that  continaeth  not 
in  all  things  written  in  the  book  of  the  law  to  do  them."  He  who 
disobeys  iiicnrB  the  penalty  of  the  law ;  that  is,  is  liable  to  the 
threalened  penalty.  Msides,  the  Greek  word  keiarOy  signifies  male' 
diction  or  jmmskmentf  proceeding  from  the  sanction  of  law,  and  is 
so  used  in  the  Greek  classics.  In  this  case  it  is  the  curse  or  pun- 
ishment which  proceeds  by  the  authority  and  sanction  of  the  divine 
law,  to  visit  the  sinner  with  a  just  and  deserved  punishment.  If 
ihis  is  not  so,  Mr.  Austin  can  tell  us  what  it  does  mean.  This  pas- 
82^  says,  Christ  has  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  th<^  law,  that 
is,  from  the  ponishmeot  which  the  law  denounces  against  the  trans- 
gressor. To  be  redeemed  is  to  be  ransomed  or  delivered  from  pain, 
distresB,  babtlity,  penalty,  or  any  exposure.  If  this  is  not  what  it 
Afans,  my  friend  will  be  able  to  tell  us  what  it  does  mean.  But 
ontil  we  have  more  light,  with  Webster,  Walker,  Richardson,  and 
Doaegan,  to  sostain  us,  we  claim  that  to  redeem,  is  to  buy  off  from 
expooOTe,  bondage,  penalty,  sufiering,  fcc.  Hence,  as  Christ  re- 
deeosed  as  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  it  follows  that  as  our  Savior, 
he  has  made  provision  lor  oar  ■*  deliverance  from  jusl  and  deserved 
ponishment,''  and  the  proposition  under  consideration  is  sustained. 

When  I  ceased  ^leaking  last,  I  was  on  my  eeoond  argument  and 
had  not  finished  it.    1  will  therefore  now  proceed  to  finish  that  argu- 
■mit.     1  closed  by  sabring  that  to  deliver  man  from  guilt- would  bf 
ta  deliver  him  from  punishment  unless  they  were  punished  after  the 
ceased  to  be  condemned.    To  deliver  him  from  condemnation,  wou 
be  to  reliave  him  from  punishment,  unless  they  were  punished  aft 
they  ceased  to  be  condemed.    Take  what  view  of  the  salvation  }  c 
please,  deliverance  from  punishment  mast  follow.    On  the  princ 
pies  of  Untversalism  to  save  a  sinner  from  his  sins,  it  must  he  e 
lected  in  one  of  three  wa)*s.     1.  Before  he  is  punished.    2.  Afte 
he  is  punished.     Or,  3.  At  the  same  time  be  is  punished.     Bui 
either  of  these  suppositions  would  involve  absurdity.     If  he  is 
saved  from  sin  before  be  is  punished,  then  if  he  is  punished  at  all, 
he  must  be  punished  as  a  sinner  after  he  has  become  a  Christian. 
If  after  he  w  punished,  then  there  is  no  room  for  salvation,  since  he 
it  BO  longer  guilty  or  condemned ;  all  the  consequences  of  sin  are 
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falilltd  on  kis  own  person.  There  are  no  conteqnenees  of  iin  for 
which  he  is  to  be  saved.  If  he  is  saved  at  the  time  of  his  punish- 
ment, then  it  follows  salvation,  and  damnation  meet  at  the  same 
moment,  in  the  same  person.  Hence  they  either  become  identical 
t)r  detfiroj  each  other.  That  is,  the  unbeliever  believes  at  the  same 
time  he  disbelieves,  and  is  saved  on  account  of  his  faith  at  the  mo- 
ment that  he  is  punished  for  his  unbelief.  The  only  rational  con- 
clusion is  that  Ndvation  from  sin,  involves  deliverance  from  pun- 
ishment. 

Here,  then,  Universalism  and  Jesus  Christ  occupy  antagonistic 
positions.    The  congregation  must  make  their  selection. 

I  will  not  take  up  another  argument  at  this  time,  but  I  wish  to 
make  a  remark  or  two.  I  hope  my  friend  Mr.  Austin  will  find  it 
convenient  to  define  his  position  in  his  next  speech  with  regard 
to  the  place  where  this  punishment  will  be  inincted  and  whether 
he  believes  in  punishment  after  this  life,  or  whether  all  this  punish- 
ment may  be  endured  in  the  present  state. — {Titne  expired, 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SECOND  REPLY.] 

Oentlemen  Moderators: — My  friend  as  he  sat  down,  requested  me 
to  define  my  position  in  regard  to  the  place^  where  men  are  to  be 
punished.    If  my  opinion  on  that  point  was  of  importance  to  the 
liscussion  of  this  question,  I  should  iiot  hesitate  to  make  any  ex- 
lanation  that  might  be  deemed  proper.    But  I  really  can  conceive 
'  no  reason  why,  in  this  debate,  I  should  be  called  upon  to  express 
y  views  on  that  subject.    The  question  is  not  where,  u^ien,  or  Aofv. 
en  shall  be  punished ;  but  simply  this : — Are  men  to  be  eated 
jmjust  and  deserved  jmniskment,  or  not?    To  this  sinrle  point, 
e  discussion  muet  be  confined  to  be  profitable.    I  shall  have  no 
esitation  in  defining  my  position  on  future  punishment,  when  it  is 
egitimately  in  the  sphere  of  our  investigations.  ~  But  why  turn  aside 
/rom  the  question  before  us  and  enter  on  topics  which  will  lead  us 
far  away  from  the  real  matter  at  issue.    It  is  comparatively  of  no 
importance  to  the  sinner,  nor  has  it  any  practical  bearing  on  his 
mind,  to  inquire  where  he  will  be  punished.    The  great  fact  which 
he  wants  to  know,  and  the  only  one  which  excites  his  solicitude, 
is,  whether  he  will  be  punished  at  all.     Convince  him  that  be  will 
surely  receive  a  just  punishment  for  all  his  sins,  and  it  will  have 
the  effect  to  deter  him  from  wickedness.     But  if  he  believes  he  can 
avoid  punishment— that  a  way  is  open  for  him  to  sin  and  escape  the 
penalty,  he  is  strongly  tempted —nay,  encouraged,  into  its  commis- 
sion.    He  cares  not  when  or  where  God  would  have  punished  him, 
if  he  can  but  escape  that  punishment.     Hence  the  unprofitableness 
of  leaving  the  open  track  before  us,  and  entering  upon  discussions 
in  regard  to  the  time  and  place  of  punishment,     if  my  friend  wants 
to  lead  off  in  that  direction,  I  have  no  objection ;  but  I  shall  not 
foUow  him.    I  intend  to  confine  myself  to  the  particular  question 
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before  ttn-*'*  Does  goepel  nivatioii  embnce  deUT^nviee  fron  joet 
end  deaenred  panishment  ?*' 

Idach  that  my  friend  hae  said  thus  far,  has  hat  little  hearing  on 
this  question.  His  first  argument  is  founded  on  the  annuneiatioa 
asde  by  the  angels  to  the  shepherds  at  the  advent  of  the  Sairior : 
'*  Behold  I  bring  yon  good  tidings  of  great  joy  which  shall  be  to  all 
fttople.*'  (Lake  ii.  10.)  If  I  understand  nim  correctly,  he  in- 
Ms  this  annnneiation  could  not  be  true,  unless  men  were  to  be 
SBTed  throu^  the  instramentality  of  the  gospel,  from  the  effects  of 
sin.  He  cannot  see  what  good  tiding$  tne  gospel  can  convey  to 
men.  without  it  proclaims  delirerance  from  the  coruequences  of  sin. 
Let  me  inform  him  what  would  be  much  better  tidings— viz  :  a  de- 
Hveranec  from  sin  itulf/  Disconnected  from  its  lesal  consequen- 
ces— if  God  had  enacted  no  law  against  it,  and  had  threatened  no 
panishment  in  consequence  of  it — sin  would  have  still  been  a  ter- 
rible eril.  and  deliverance  from  it  the  highest  possible  blesnng  that 
eojdd  be  conferred  upon  an  intellectual  and  moral  being. 

ft  by  the  "  effects  of  sin,"  my  friend  means  its  puniehmenti,  I 
entirely  disagree  with  him.  But  if  he  means  salvation  from  a  state 
in  which  we  are  exposed  to  sin,  then  I  coincide  with  him.  I  be- 
lieve the  **  good  tidings"  announced  by  the  angels,  were  salvation 
from  that  state  of  imperfection,  in  which  we  commit  sin,  and  not 
from  punishment  due  sin  once  committed.  The  Bible  recognizes 
no  sQch  doctrine  as  etalvation  from  penalty.  There  is  nothing  said 
u  God*s  word  about  delivering  men  from  the  *'  just  and  deserved 
panishment"  of  sin.  On  the  contrary,  it  insists  that  sin  mutt  and 
•la//,  be  punished.  I  will  introduce,  in  due  time,  declarations 
of  the  Bible,  where  this  is  asserted  in  so  many  words.  The  Apos- 
tle declares  "  the  creature  was  made  subject  to  vanity."  From  this 
state  of  subjection  the  gospel  proposes  to  save  the  world.  Not  from 
puniAment,  but  from  sin  and  imperfection.  And  this  momentous 
truth  was  the  "sood  tidings,"  announced  by  the  angelic  messengers. 

The  question  before  us  was  drawn  up  by  my  friend  £lder  Holmes. 
Yet  its  very  phraseology  contradicts  the  position  he  advocates,  and 
of  itself  overturns  every  argument  he  can  oring  to  sustain  it.  Marb 
how  it  reads :  **  Does  gospel  salvation  embrace  deliverance  from 
put  and  deserved  punishment .'"  My  friend  inquired  what  ib punish- 
meut  7  But  I  think  it  more  important  to  ask  what  is  just  and  de- 
served  punishment  ?  A  man  violates  the  law  of  God.  Just  and  de- 
served punishment,  for  his  transgression,  is  such  punishment  as  the 
prindpfes  of  equity  and  right  would  inflict.  In- other  words,  such 
a  cha^isement  as  the  sinner's  own  ^ood  and  the  welfare  of  commu- 
nity require.  God*s  ^vemment  is  designed  for  the  good  of  aU 
over  whom  it  is  exercised ;  and  hence  all  its  measures  tend  to  se- 
core  that  end.  Punishment  is  one  of  those  measures.  Its  true  ob- 
ject is  not  one  of  unmixed  evil  toward  the  guilty ;  but  its  legitimate 
sim  is  the  benefit,  the  reformation,  of  all  upon  whom  it  is  inflicted. 
I  Baintain,  therefore,  that  Kjutt  and  deurved  punishment,  is  a  good 
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pttnishflMiit— jgood  for  tbose  wbo  lecem  it»  m  w«ll  a»  for  tkSM 
who  witness  it.  To  save  a  man  from  the  beaefits  ol  such  paobh- 
msnt,  is  to  deprive  him  of  that  which  he  actually  needs,  and  which 
his  own  welfare  requires.  This  would  violate  justice*  ecuut^r,  aad 
enlightened  benevolence.  If  an  individual  was  threatened  with  as 
Wijwtt  and  undeaerved  punishment,  to  9tw$  him  from  it  would  be 
}ti$t  and  right.  Conceding  this,  it  becomes  self  evident  that  to 
sereen  man  from  just  and  aeurved  puniahmsotr^woukl  be  equally 
unjust  and  wrong.  Hence  I  consider  the  qnestion  before  us,  whea 
ledueed  to  its  naked  praposUion^  to  be  virtually  this : — "  Will  God 
do  that  which  is  unjust  and  wr^ng  in  his  dealiiigs  with  sinaem.^ 
All  will  see  that  the  very  statement  and  nature  of  the  qnestion. 
amounts  to  this.  And  however  my  friend  opposite  may  iatroduee 
fine  spun  theories,  or  deal  in  the  bewildering  metaphysics  (^  a  di- 
lapidated theology,  to  conceal  this  naked  poiat>  yet  it  is  the  r$al 
issue  between  us. 

I  stand  here  to  vindicate  the  character  of  God  against  this  vir- 
tual charge  of  injustice  and  wrong — ^A  charge,  which,  if  true,  w^ld 
vitiate  the  purity  of  the  Divine  nature  and  destroy  the  integrity 
of  his  government  I  insist  Jehovah  will  do  precisely  nM(  and 
righi  in  all  cases  and  with  all  men — ^both  individually  aiid  collect- 
ively. God  '*  is  no  respecter  of  persons.**  He  will  deal  with  all 
vpon  the  principle  of  administering,  with  unfailijig  certainty^, 
uch  rewards  as  they  merit  and  such  punishment  as  justice  decides 
hey  deserve. 

I  am  aware  I  shall  differ  from  my  friend  in  viewing  each  act,  ia 
he  doings  of  an  accountable  creature,  as  a  destined  matter  of  con- 
ideration  in  God's  dealings  with  man.  The  school  of  theology  to 
vhich  he  belongs,  is  ia,ih6j)abit  oLlimping  moral  desert.  It 
lea^MS  that  man  are  either  rewardetnoHPRfer  good  deeds,  and 
punished  for  none  of  their  bad,  or  punished  for  all  ol  their  bad 
deeds,  and  rewarded  for  none  of  their  good.  Not  so,  however,  with 
the  class  to  which  I  am  attached :  we  believe  God  deals  with  men 
with  relation  to  each  separate  act  of  their  lives.  For  every  wcnr- 
thy  deed,  or  even  thought,  he  bestows  a  just  and  deserved  reward ; 
and  there  is  no  danger  or  possibility  of  losing  that  reward.  And 
for  every  wicked  act  or  thought,  the  Supreme  Judge  of  the  Uni versa 
will  inflict  a,  just  and  deserved  punishment,  from  which  there  is  no 
possibility  that  the  sinner  can,  in  any  manner,  be  saved  or  screened. 
We  maintain,  moreover,  it  would  be  as  unju^  and  wrong,  to  scieen  a' 
man  from  deserved  punishment,  as  it  would  be  to  deprive  him  of  the 
reward  a  good  deed  merits.  Why  should  a  Deity  of  infinite  wisdom* 
annex  a  penalty  to  his  law,  and  then  immediately  proceed  to  pro- 
vide a  way  to  avoid  its  infliction  when  justly  incurred  ?  Shall  we 
he  told  the  penalty  is  designed  to  give  influence  to  the  law,  and  se- 
cnre  obedience  ?  This  it  would  unquestionably  do,  was  there  an 
absolute  certaintjf  that  it  would  be  imposed  upon  the  guilty.  But 
bow  can  penalty  mipart  any  strength  to  law,  where  nothing  can  be 
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Bwre  easy  than  to  mroid  its  infliction  ?  IIiim  theafinaative  of  ttus 
qaestion  robs  God's  law  of  that  which  can  alone  make  penalty  of 
aiaiL  Take  away  certainty  of  infliction,  and  law  may  about  as 
veil  be  without  penalty  as  with.  The  views  entertained  on  the 
opposite  side,  in  my  estimation,  violate  all  proper  conception  of  the 
nature  and  objects  of  divine  punishment  They  represent  it  virtu- 
ally as  vindictive,  retaliatory,  revengeful.  The  sinner  commits  aa 
injury  on  God  or  his  government,  and  Grod  seeks  eatirfaetum  or  pay' 
Meat  bv  inflicting  injary  on  the  sinner  in  return.  There  are  bat  two 
general  objects,  so  far  as  the  guilty  are  personally  concerned,  for 
which  punishment  can  be  inflicted  on  them,  viz.  either  to  injure  or 
Id  ben^t  them.  The  former  is  retaliation, — the  latter  is  the  dictate 
of  benevolence.    Which  shall  we  attribute  to  God  ? 

Divine  punishment  cannot  be  viewed,  in  any  enlightened  sense, 
as  being  administered  on  a  principle  of  retaliation,  a  rendering  of 
evil  for  evil— or  from  prompting  of  malice  or  hatred.  God  has  for- 
bidden man  to  act  on  these  pnnciples ;  can  it  be  supposed  he  will 
violate  his  own  injunctions  ?  Can  it  be  right  in  Jehovah  to  render 
evU  for  etfil,  and  wrong  in  man  ?  Are  we  not  commanded  to  imi- 
tate our  Father  in  heaven?  The  great  injunction  every  where  to 
be  found  in  the  New  Testament,  is  tnat  good  should  be  returned  for 
evil — \|}fiy^'nff  fnr  cursing.  God  himself,  we  are  bound  to  believe, 
^1  all  1ms  iltahiigi  lwilr<tej>€Dfent  creaturCB, aetsonttes peritect  — d 
lovely  moral  principle.  The  projKMition  of  my  friend,  makes  the 
Creator  to  falsify  that  principle,  in  that  it  represents  his  punish- 
ments as  inflicted  solely  to  injure  the  guilty — which  would  be  but 
a  return  of  evil  for  evil.  It  is  on  this  ground  alone  he  can  consis- 
tently maintain  that  it  would  be  a  blessing  to  save  man  from  pua^ 
iahment.  Whereas,  the  moment  it  is  acknowledged  punishment  is 
inflicted  for  the  refonnation  and  benefit  of  the  wicked,  it  must  be 
allowed  that  to  save  them  from  it,  would  be  in  no  wise  a  blessing, 
but  an  injury. 

There  must  be  a  marked  distinction  between  suflering  inflicted 
on  the  principles  of  retaliation,  and  inflicted  as  a  Divine  punish 
ment.     What  is  the  nature  of  that  distinction  ?    It  can  be  only  thii 
Retaliation  is  inflicting  suflering  in  hatred  of  the  ofi*ender,  and  wit 
a  sole  desire  to  torment  him.    Divine  punishment  consists  in  brin^ 
ing  pain  on  the  sinner,  in  love — with  a  deep  interest  in  his  welfai 
— ^nd  with  the  intention  of  restoring  him,  to  obedience  and  hanp. 
ness, — as  a  wise  and  aflectionate  earthly  father,  chastises  his  chik 
for  his  refonnation  and  ultimate  good.    It  is  by  overlooking  thii. 
distinction,  and  confounding  retaliation  with  punishment,  that  the 
world  has  been  lead  so  far  astrav  on  this  subject,  and  brought  to 
believe  that  salvation  from  punishment  would  be  a  great  favor  from 
God. 

What  are  the  true  objects  of  God's  punishment  ?  They  are, — 
Firsts  The  reformation  of  the  punished — and  Second,  The  benefit  of 
thoat  who  witness  punishment,  in  the  light  of  a  salutary  example. 
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Whatever  amount  of  chastisement  is  necessary  to  rtform  the  |;tti]t7, 
will  be  sufficient  to  operate  as  an  exampU,  to  deter  others  from 
wrong  doine.  I  repudiate  the  idea  of  punishing  men  solely  for 
example's  ssike  and  with  no  aim  or  desire  for  their  good  !  It  violates 
all  reasonable  conceptions  of  a  wise,  jnst,  and  perfect  goremment. 

God  is  the  Father  of  all  mankind.  **Haye  we  not  all  one  Father  ? 
Hath  not  one  Crod  created  us  ?**  (Malachi  ii.  1 0.)  *K>ur  Father  which 
art  in  Heaven/*  (Matt.  vi.  9.)  He  is  the  Father  of  the  disobedient 
and  sinful,  as  well  as  of  the  good.  **Hear,  O  hearens ;  and  gpve 
ear,  O  earth ;  for  the  Lord  luLth  spoken.  I  have  nourished  and 
brought  up  children,  and  they  have  rebelled  againi«t  me.  •  •  • 
The  whole  head  is  sick,  and  the  whole  heart  faint.  From  the  soul 
of  the  foot  even  unto  the  head,  there  is  no  soundness  in  it ;  but 
wounds  and  bruises  and  putrifying  sores."  (Isa,  i.  2-6.)  Notwith- 
standing the  Jews  were  rebellious  and  depraved,  they  were  still 
children.  The  Deity  being  thus  the  father  of  all  men,  his  ^vem- 
ment  is  purely  Parental,  ft  differs  from  human  governments m  that, 
while  they  are  strictly  ^Wictd/,  inflicting  punisnment  with  but  lit- 
tle concern  for  the  fate  of  the  guilty,  a  Parentalgovemment  holds 
forever  in  view  the  interests  of  the  punished.  The  perfect,  paren- 
tal government  of  God  cannot  be  illustrated  by  principles  and  opera- 
tions of  an  imperfect  judicial,  earthly  government.  The  best  repre- 
sentation of  the  government  of  our  neavenly  Father,  is  that  which 
a  wise,  just,  and  benevolent  earthly  parent  exercis<>«  over  his  family. 
Good  earthly  fathers  have  disobedient  children,  and  they  deem  it  a 
duty  to  punish  them.  On  what  principle  do  they  inflict  chastisement  ? 
To  gratefy  a  spirit  of  retaliation^-or  from  a  desire  to  injure  the 
child — or  merely  to  afford  an  example  for  the  rest  of  the  family  f 
No,  the  great  and  leading  object,  is  the  child's  own  good— its  res- 
toration to  obedience  and  virtue.  A  secondary  object,  is  its  influ- 
ence on  the  other  children,  as  a  salutary  example.  A  wise  and 
good  father  endeavors  to  satisfy  his  erring  child,  that  he  punishes 
not  in  hatred  or  anger  but  in  sorrow,  and  love,  and  solely  for  its 
benefit.  A  realization  of  this  fact  melts  the  child  into  contrition  and 
regret,  and  makes  it  obedient  and  loving. 

1  maintain  these  are  the  principles  on  which  God  inflicts  punish- 
ment on  the  guilty.  He  is  a  wise  and  good  Father,  and  will  not ' 
save  his  creatures  from  that  infliction  of  pain  which  their  restora- 
tion to  godliness  and  happiness  requires.  Moreover  this  is  the  most  , 
elevated,  enlightened,  and  reasonable  view  we  can  take  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  holy  and  perfect  God — a  Univenal  Father,  Any  rep- 
resentation that  his  punishments  are  designed  for  the  injury  of  the 
punished,  degrades  the  Deity — introduces  imperfection  and  evil 
mto  his  counsels,  and  destroys  the  moral  grandeur,  beauty  and  glory 
of  his  government. 

Allow  me  to  bring  forward  a  few  scriptural  passages,  in  proof 
that  God's  punishments  are  designed  for  the  good  of  those  on  whom 
they  are  inflictei.    **  I  will  bring  the  third  part  through  the  fire, 
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and  wiU  refine  tbem  as  silrer  is  refined,  and  win  fry  them  as  gold 
is  tried.  They  shall  call  on  my  name  and  I  will  hear  them:  I  will 
say.  Ft  is  my  peonie ;  and  they  shall  say,  The  Lord  is  my  God.* 
(Zech.  xiii.  9.)  By  bringing  them  through  the  fire,  the  prophet 
represents  the  punishment  that  God  inflicts  upon  his  disoheuent 
P&ple.  A  nd  the  influence  of  the  punishment  is  described  as  biing- 
tog  the  erring  back  to  obedience  and  righteousness.  Again,  in  re- 
ference to  the  advent  of  Christ :  '<  But  who  may  abide  the^day  of 
his  coming?  and  who  shall  stand  when  he  appeareth  ?  For  he  is 
hke  a  refnef*$firtt  and  like/W^<  soof.  And  he  shall  rit  as  a  re« 
finer  and  purifier  of  silver.  And  he  shall  purify  the  sons  of  Levi^ 
and  purge  them  as  gold  and  silver,  that  they  may  ofler  unto  the 
I/mi  an  ofiering  in  righteou9n^s.''---(Mal.  iii.  ^3.)  What  is  the 
nature  of  **fuUef$  9oap,"  and  ••  refiner's  fire  7"  They  do  not  de- 
stroy, but  cleanse,  renovate,  whatever  is  submitted  to  their  ac- 
tioa.  These  figures  are  introduced  by  the  prophet  to  represent  the 
operation  of  Goifs  government,  and  to  show  that  his  punishments 
pon/y  rsther  than  injure.  Again — *'  If  they  break  my  statutes, 
and  keep  not  my  commandments,  then  will  I  visit  their  transgres- 
sion with  the  rod,  and  their  iniquity  with  stripes.  Kevenheless, 
my  loving  kindness  will  I  not  utterly  take  from  him  nor  sufiRer  my 
£nihialnessto  fail.'* — (Ps.  Ixxxix.  31-33.)  Here  is  a  threatening  of 
/Mf  punishment ;  and  yet  its  infliction  will  not  take  away  God's 
kindness  and  faithfulness.  Again — **  Furthermore,  we  have  had  fa- 
thers of  our  flesh  which  corrected  us,  and  we  gave  them  reverence ; 
shall  we  not  much  rather  be  in  subjection  unto  the  Father  of  Spirits, 
and  live  ?  For  they  verily,  for  a  lew  days,  chastened  us  after  their 
pleasure;  but  he  for  onr profits  that  we  might  be  partakers  of  his 
Doitness.'* — (Heb.  xii.  9-1 0).  This  is  a  most  beautiful  representation 
of  the  objects  of  Divine  Punishment.  Its  purpose  is  to  amend,  to 
restore,  the  disobedient,  and  bring  them  into  a  state  of  heart  and 
mind,  where  they  will  become  partakers  of  God's  holiness. 

I  will  now  refer  for  a  moment,  to  the  paseaffe  quoted  by  Elder 
Hohnes,  from  Craia.  iii.  13 — ^**  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the 
curse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  curse  for  us."  From  the  remarks 
of  my  brother,  I  suppose  he  understands  the  latD  in  this  sentence/ 
to  be  the  great  moial  law  of  God.  I  wholy  dissent  from  this  coq- 
itractkm.  The  context  clearly  shows  that  the  apostle  referred  cxclu- 
Mvely  to  the  LeviticaJ  or  Ceremonial  Law  of  the  old  dispensation. 
In  the  2nd  verse,  he  asks— "This  would  I  learn  of  you,  received 
ye  the  Spirit  by  the  works  of  the  law,  [i.  e.  the  Levitical  law,] 
— <jr  by  the  hearing  of  faith  ?" — the  Gospel.  Again—verse  17th : 
''And  this  I  say,  that  the  covenant  that  was  confirmed  be- 
fore of  God  in  Christ,  the  law,  which  was  four  hundred  and  thirty 
years  after,  cannot  disannul,  that  it  should  make  the  promise  of 
none  elfeet.**  I  his  shows  beyond  a  doubt,  it  was  from  the  curse 
of  the  Ceremonial  Law  that  Christ  redeemed  the  Apostles  and  early 
chnsilan  converts. 
2 
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After  the  gospel  dispensation  had  been  established,  it  was  consid- 
ered a  curse,  that  is,  an  evil,  a  disadvantage  for  the  Jews  to  shut 
their  eyes  to  the  light  and  glory  which  burned  upon  them  from 
the  teaching  of  Christ,  and  cling  to  the  old  forms  and  ceremonies 
of  the  Lcvitical  Law.  Hence  in  this  immediate  context,  (v.  10)  Su 
Paul  says :  '*  For  as  many  as  are  of  the  works  of  the  law,  are  under 
the  curse.  For  it  is  written,  cursed  is  every  one  [while  acknow- 
led^ng  the  authority  of  the  law,]  thatjx>ntinneth  not  in  all  things, 
which  are  in  the  book  of  the  law,  to  do  them."  Ttie  book  of  what 
Law  ?  Evidently,  the  Ceremonial  Law.  In  the  fourth  chapter  of 
the  same  Epistle,  to  be  under  the  old  Levitical  Law  is  said  to  be  in 
bondage — '*  Which  things  are  an  allegory :  for  these  are  the  two 
covenants :  the  one  from  Mount  Sinai,  [the  Levitical  Law]  which 
gendereth  to  bondage."  From  this  bondage  Christ  came  to  deliver 
me  Jews :  •*  Stand  fast  therefore  in  the  liberty  [the  Gospel]  where- 
with Christ  hath  made  us  free,  and  be  not  entangled  again  with 
the  yoke  of  bondage** — ^the  Ceremonial  Law — (Grala,  v.  1.) 

Hence  in  the  passage  quoted  by  my  friend,  we  arc  not  to  understand 
St.  Paul  as  teaching  that  Christ  redeemed  his  followers  in  that  age 
from  the  punishments  of  God's  great  moral  law,  but  from  the  curse 
or  bondage  of  the  Levitical  Law.  How  did  he  redeem  them  ?  By 
adopting  their  sins,  and  enduring  punishment  in  their  stead  ? 
Such 'an  idea  does  violence  to  the  whole  subject  on  which  the  Apos- 
tle was  engaj^d.  The  Savior  redeemed  them  from  the  bondage  of 
the  ceremonial  Iaw,  by  the  enlightening  teachings  an«i  influences 
of  his  Grospel. 

One  word  in  regard  to  Isaiah  liii.  4.  5 :— "  Surely  he  haih  borne 
our  griefs,  and  carried  our  sorrows ;  yet  we  did  esteem  him  stricken, 
smitten  of  God  and  afflicted.  But  he  was  wounded  for  our  trans- 
gressions, he  was  bruised  for  our  iniquities :  the  chastisement  of 
our  peace  was  upon  him ;  and  with  his  stripes  we  are  healed.  All 
we  like  sheep,  have  gone  astray ;  we  have  turned  every  one  to  his 
own  way;  and  the  Lord  hath  laid  on  him  the  inijjuity  of  us  all,"  Eld. 
Holmes  quotes  this  passage  to  prove  that  Christ  took  upon  himself 
the  sins  and  guilt  of  mankind,  and  bore  in  their  place  the  penalties 
which  God*s  moral  law  exacts  of  them.  If  this  is  a  true  constmc- 
tion,  then  several  important  deductions  must  follow.  In  the  first 
place,  to  teach  such  doctrine,  the  words  of  the  prophet  must  be 
received  in  their  most  literal  and  naked  sense.  This  would  prove 
that  Christ  actually  took  upon  himself  the  *'tntquUy''  of  men,  in- 
other  words,  became  sinful  and  guilty  in  his  own  cnaracter.  More- 
over it  would  prove  that  he,  an  innocent  being,  literally  received  in 
his  own  person,  the  punishment  due  all  mankind,  for  all  the  sins 
that  ever  have  been,  or  will  be  committed  on  the  earth.  It  follows 
also,  that  Jesus  literally  took  upon  himself  the  griefn  and  sorrows^ 
the  nhysical  infirmities?^]  sicknesses  (see  Matt.  viii.  17)  of  all  man- 
kind. There  are  none  who  believe  this.  Is  it  said  his  bearing 
our  griefs  and  siokncsses.  &c  ,  must  be  understood  in  9i figurative 
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wnse  ?  Ackaowledged.  Aad  by  all  rales  of  enligfateiied  cnticism, 
his  taking  apon  himself  the  iniquitiei  and  chattitements  of  men,  must 
also  be  understood  figaratiTefy.  In  what  sense  did  the  Sarior 
bear  the  torrows  and  sicknesses  of  men  ?  All  aiipee  it  was  in  remo- 
Tittg  them.  Very  well.  In  the  same  sense  of  remavinff  them,  he 
bore  our  iniquities — not  in  bearing  in  our  place  the  panisnment  due 
our  iniquities. 

What  are  we  to  understand  by  those  passages  which  speak  of 
Christ  as  being  wounded  for  our  transgressions — giving  himself  a 
ransom  for  us — suffering  and  dying  for  men  ?  Simply  that  he  suf- 
fered, bled,  died,  in  our  service,  in  laboring  for  our  good,  and  in 
accomplishing  his  great  work  of  reconciling  the  world  to  God. 
The  marked  distinction  between  my  friend  and  myself,  on  this  sub- 
ject, is,  that  while  he  maintains  Jesus  suffered  and  died  as  a;nints4- 
wunt  borne  for  men,  and  in  their  steady  I  insist  all  he  experienced 
was  in  behalf  of  mankind,  as  a  noble  hearted  philanthropist  labors 
and  sufea  for  the  good  of  his  needy  fellow  beings. — iTime  ex- 
fited^ 

[mt.  HOLMES*  THIED  SPEECH.] 

Mr.  Holmes — Messern.  Moderators:  How  many  minutes  may  I 
speak  ?  I  understand  Mr.  Austin  has  spoken  over  his  time,  some- 
what. 

Mr.  Austin — ^I  prefer  that  the  opposite  side  should  take  five 
mbutes.    They  belong  to  him,  and  can  be  taken  from  me. 

Respeded  Audience  : — In  opening  the  debate  for  this  evening,  I 
wish  to  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  my  friend,  Mr.  Austin,  has 
not  paid  the  slightest  attention  to  any  of  the  arguments  I  have  pre- 
sented, except  Uie  one  drawn  from  the  redemption  of  Christ,  spoken 
of  in  Galatians.  Mr.  Austin  has  treated  us  to  two  or  three  disser- 
tations on  subjects,  to  say  the  least,  but  indirectly  connected  with 
the  question.  To  much  of  what  he  has  said,  I  have  no  objection 
to  oBer.  But  the  question  under  discussion  is,  **  Does  Gospel  Sal- 
vation embrace  deliverance  from  jast  and  deserved  punishment ."' 
We  are  not  discussing  the  nature  or  design  of  punishment,  but  sim- 
ply whether  the  gospel  as  a  merciful  provision,  does  propose  to 
save  men  from  thEit  punishment  which  they  deserve.  Whether 
God  inflicts  punishment  or  saves  them  from  it,  in  either  case,  the 
design  is  good.  But  the  question  does  not  relate  to  the  design  or 
nature  of  punishment,  but  whether  God  proposes  through  Jesus 
Christ  to  save  men  from  it.  I  asked  Mr.  Austin  to  define  his  posi- 
tion in  regard  to  future  punishment.  He  declines  doins  so ;  says 
it  is  not  relevant,  and  yet  he  introduces  a  great  deal  of  matter  of 
less  relevancy.  I  am  going  to  show,  if  I  have  time,  why  I  asked 
this  of  him.  There  are  a  number  of  considerations  besides  the  one 
that  it  would  have  brought  us  nearer  together.    There  is  no  neces- 
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aity  for  wuteBiiig  the  difference  between  us,  by  refssing  to  avow 
oar  seatiiBentB  on  pointe  intimately  connected  with  the  merits  of 
oar  respective  theories.  We  are  far  enough  apart,  when  we  come 
as  near  togetheras  we  can ;  and  an  explanation  of  his  views  in  re- 
gard to  futare  punishmeat,  if  it  did  not  bring  us  nearer  together, 
would  at  least  give  me  a  knowledge  of  his  real  position,  ^d  un- 
less he  consents  to  define  his  whereabouts  on  this  subject,  the  in- 
ference will  be  unavoidable,  that  he  is  afraid  to  give  a  frank  and 
manly  expose  of  his  real  views. 

He  states,  the  Bible  says  nothing  of  salvation  from  punishment : 
a  declaration  which  must  appear  most  strange  and  uoaoeouBtabk 
to  any  one  who  has  read  his  Bible  with  the  slightest  attention.  I 
shall  have  occasion,  before  the  question  is  finished,  to  present  an 
argument  based  on  the  plain  language  of  scripture,  and  tken  it  will 
be  seen  what  this  allegation  is  worth.  He  also  says  God  would 
not  enact  a  law,  and  then  proceed  to  save  men  from  its  penalty. 
Were  this  all  there  is  about  it,  I  might  agree  with  him;  but  the  gen- 
tleman does  not  seem  to  comprehend  either  the  nature  or  design  of 
the  Divine  law.  He  seems  to  suppose  the  whole  desig^n  and  use  of 
law  embraced  in  the  infliction  of  penalty.  But  the  case  stands 
thus :  The  law  is  intended  for  the  good  of  the  universe— 4t8  reve- 
lation makes  known  the  rule  of  moral  rectitude  to  the  moral  world 
—-its  penalty  has  two  uses ;  first,  to  guard  the  law  from  infraction 
— second,  to  visit  the  transgressor  with  Just  and  deserved  punish- 
ment. It  was  never  the  design  of  God  tnat  man  should  transgress 
his  law,  hence  the  first  use  of  penalty  was  to.deter  from  sin ;  bat 
sin  bein^  committed,  the  law  must  be  vindicated  and  the  govern- 
ment maintained  by  the  punishment  of  the  guilty,  unless  as  already 
remarked,  an  expedient  be  resorted  to  that  will  relieve  the  trans- 
gressor, and  still  maintain  the  ends  of  good  governa>ent.  Hm  this 
expedient  been  resorted  to  ?  This  is  the  question  now  being  dis- 
cussed. According  to  Universalism,  God  has  made  it  necessary  for 
man  to  commit  sin,  and  having  done  that  goes  on  to  punish  him  to 
the  full  extent  of  his  deserts.  This  shows  the  question  in  a  light 
wholly  irreconcilable  with  justice.  But  there  is  nothing  inconsis- 
tent in  my  view  of  deliverance  from  punishment.  He  also  says  that 
to  save  man  froai  just  and  deserved  punishment  would  be  to  do 
wrong.  We  have  already  spoken  of  the  atonement  of  Christ  It 
was  made  for  the  express  purpose  of  making  it  consistent  aod 
riffhteous  for  Gral  to  exonerate  the  sinner  from  the  infliction  of  pun- 
ishment. Hence  St.  Paul  says  in  the  third  chapter  of  his  epistle  to 
the  Romans,  ^  whom  God  had)  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through 
faith  In  his  blood,  to  declare  his  righteoosness."  That  is  to  show 
that  God  may  be  righteous  and  good  in  exonerating  the  sinner  from 
the  infliction  ofpnnishment,  and  in  the  '*  remission  of  sins  that  are 
passed,  through  the  forbearance  of  God.**  ^'That  he  might  be 
just,**  is  the  language  of  the  Apostle,  *•  and  vet  the  justifier  of  him 
who  believes  in  Jesus."    Were  ^ere  no  Redeemer— no  atonemeat 
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ishment,  the  penalty  of  the  law.  Christ  having  redeemed  ub  from 
that,  provides  a  way  to  escape  from  the  punishment  of  sin.  Mr. 
Austin  replied  that  this  meant  the  Levitical  law.  First,  let  us  say, 
there  is  no  proof  of  this  whatever,  except  his  ipse  dixit.  We  are 
to  take  it  on  his  authority,  and  to  suppose  we  nave  the  argument 
answered.     Mv  reply  is  this :    In  the  first  place,  the  Apostle  was 

£  reaching  to  the  Galatians,  who  were  never  under  the  Levitical 
kw,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  it  How  then  could  the  redemp- 
tion of  Christ  be  intended  to  free  them  from  the  Levitical  law  ? 
My  second  point,  is  that  the  object  of  this  redemption  was  that  the 
blessing  of  Abraham  might  come  on  the  Gentiles  by  faith.  What 
was  that  blessing  ?  It  was  justification  by  faith ;  for,  says  the 
Apostle,  **  Abraham  believed  God,  and  it  was  accounted  to  him  for 
righteousness.*'  Now  this  blessing  of  Abraham  existed  before  the 
Levitical  law,  consequently  the  redemption  of  Christ,  was  in- 
tended to  save  them,  the  Jews  and  Gentiles,  and  all  the  world, 
from  a  curse  that  existed  anterior  to  the  Levitical  law.  And  the 
result  of  such  salvation  would  be  to  bring  them  the  blessing  of  Abra- 
ham, which  is  justification  by  faith.  Is  this  consistent  with  Mr. 
Austin's  version  of  the  matter  ?  In  the  third  place,  the  Levitical 
law  was  typical  of  Christ,  and  hence  in  no  sense  a  curse.  If  it  was 
as  Mr.  Austin  says,  then  God  established  the  typical  representa- 
tion of  Christ,  his  son,  as  a  curse,  and  then  sends  Christ  to  redeem 
men  from  that  curse !  How  does  this  look  ?  Moreover  this  law  is 
called  the  **  shadow  of  good  things  to  come.**  Is  that  m  curse  ? 
The  only  sense  in  which  Christ  renooved  the  Levitical  law,  was  in 
bringing  it  to  an  end.  When  he  came  there  was  no  further  neces- 
sity for  it,  because  it  was  all  fulfilled  in  him.  He  therefore  was 
the  end  of  the  law,  for  righteousness  to  every  one  who  believeth. 
Moreover,  Mr.  Austin  says,  to  remain  under  this  law  was  a  curse, 
but  this  same  chapter  says,  '*  Cursed  is  every  one  that  continueth 
not  in  all  thin^  written  in  the  book  of  the  law  to  do  them."  On 
his  method  of  interpretation,  how  is  he  to  harmonize  with  St  Paul  ? 
He  says,  to  continue  under  the  law  is  to  be  cursed ;  but  St.  Paul 
says,  "  Cursed  is  every  one  that  continueth  not  in  all  things  writ- 
in  the  book  of  the  law,  to  do  them."  I  think  this  is  sufficient  to 
show  that  his  version  of  the  matter  was  got  up  on  the  spur  of  the 
moment,  as  the  best  theory  that  could  be  presented  to  counteract 
a  fact,  in  itself  unanswerable. 

I  now  present  my  next  argitment,  founded  on  the  scriptural  view 
of  pardon,  forgiveness,  and  remission.  These  words  are  of  very 
frequent  occurrence  in  the  scriptures  as  expressive  of  benefits  con- 
ferred, or  favors  shown  to  those  who  repent  and  turn  from  their 
evil  ways.  With  respect  to  such  it  is  said,  they  shall  be  *'  abun- 
dantly pardoned,"  '*  be  forgiven,"  **  obtain  remission  of  sins,"  and 
so  on.  All  English  dictionaries  to  which  we  have  been  able  to 
gain  access,  agree  that  the  signification  of  these  terms,  is,  in  sub- 
•taace,  to  release  the  guilty  from  penalty,  from  the  ^ligation  to 
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thing  as  jostification  from  guilt  and  ponishment,  by  faith  in  Christ, 
wheraaa  St.  Paijl  says,  <*  iustification  is  by  faith,  and  by  the  deeds 
of  the  law^  no  flesh  shall  be  jnsdfied."  If  we  are  to  be  punished 
lor  all  our  sins,  to  the  full  extent  of  our  deserts,  then  we  shall  get 
our  justification  as  the  result  of  our  punishment.  There  are  but 
two  methods  of  justification,  by  the  law,  and  by  Christ.  But  if  by 
the  law,  it  must  be  in  one  of  two  ways — either  by  keeping  the  law 
to  the  full  extent  of  its  demands,  or  by  sufiering  the  penalty  of  the 
law  in  our  own  persons.  In  either  case  justification  would  be  by 
the  law,  and  not  oy  Christ ;  and  hence  in  direct  contradiction  of  tlie 
Scriptures,  which  say,  **  by  the  deeds  of  the  law  no  flesh  shall  be 
justified."  And  further,  there  is  no  law  given,  that  can  ^Te  life 
either  by  obedience  to  its  demands,  or  by  the  sufiering  of  its  pen- 
alties. Hence,  the  passage  in  Acts  xiii.  39.,  <*And  by  him  all  that 
believe  are  justified  from  all  things,  from  which  ye  could  not  be 
justified  by  the  law  of  Moses.*'  Xou  see  this  goes  directly  against 
the  idea  of  justification  by  law.  This  argument  may  be  stated  thus : 
To  be  justified  is  to  be  accounted  righteous,  and  therefore  seemed 
against  condemnation  and  punishment.  And  this  justification  is  by 
faith  in  Christ,  and  hence  a  gospel  benefit.  Therefore,  gospel  tal* 
vation  embraces  deliverance  fiomjuH  and  deserved  punishment. 

I  now  present  my  seventh  argument,  founded  on  the  fact  that 
^me  men  have  been  saved  from  punishment ;  and  we  shall  see 
whether  Mr,  Austin's  declaration  will  stand,  that  the  Bible  nowhere 
»eaks  of  wlvatioo  from  punishment.    The  question  is  not  whether 
le  sinner  is  ever  punished  in  this  life  or  in  a  future  life,  nor  in  re- 
ird  to  the  duration  of  punishment ;  but  whether  there  is  any  wax 
•r  him  to  escape  from  the  punishment  he  deserves  on  account  of 
n.    If  I  can  show  clear  examples  of  this,  recorded  in  the  scrip- 
ires,  I  shall  have  sustained  the  affirmative  of  this  proposition,  and 
i>nsequently  refuted  the  dogmas  of  Universalism.  ^ow  for  the  proof 
— Ps.  ciii.  1 0,  '*  He  hath  not  dealt  with  us  after  our  sins,  nor  rewarded 
OS  according  to  our  iniquities ;  for  as  the  Heaven  is  high  above 
the  Earth,  so  great  is  his  mercy  toward  them  that  fear  him.*'    Now 
it  is  the  uniform  language  of  scripture,  that  God  is  just  in  reward- 
ing the  sinner  accprding  to  his  iniquities,  and  in  punishing  him  ac« 
cording  to  his  sins.    But  tbis  passage  says  God  did  not  do  so,  there- 
lore  he  saved  these  sinners  from  the  punishment  they  deserved.    1 . 
They  were  saved  from  DS8BRVKI)  punishment.    2.  They  were  saved 
by  the  exercise  of  mercy.    3.  On  condition  of  reformation — *<  they 
that  fear  him."    Job  xi.  6. :  *<  Know  therefore,  that  God  exacteih 
of  thee  less  than  thy  iniquity  deserveth."    Sam.  iii.  22. :  **  It  is  of 
the  Lord's  mercies  that  we  are  not  consumed."    This  language 
clearly  implies  that  those  here  referred  to,  might  have  been  justly 
consumed,  and  that  they  deserved  to  have  been  consumed,  but  they 
were  saved  from  it  by  God's  mercy.    That  is,  they  were  saved  f roia 
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vndentood  litm  in  the  same  way.  **  Nererthelefls,  my  loTiiig  kind*- 
&es0  wiU  I  not  take  from  him,**  (DaT]d,>--tbe  word  them  is  not  in 
the  paaaage,  but  the  gentleman  takes  the  liberty  to  pat  it  there,  he* 
eanse  witnout  it,  the  text  prores  nothing  to  his  purpose. — iTVme 
esptffd. 

[KR.  AUSTIN'S  THIRD  RCPLT.] 

OtntUmen  Modm'mtom — ^I  tmst  my  friend  opposite,  even  if  i 
did  qaote  the  passa^  alluded  to,  in  the  manner  deeeribed,  will 
not  attribnte  it  to  design.  Of  course,  I  hold  myself  re^KHiaible  to 
the  audience  and  the  public,  for  the  course  1  shall  pursue  in  this 
discussion.  It  would  be  rery  unwise  in  me  to  attempt  to  mislead 
by  erroneous  i^uotations  of  scripture.  I  think  he  is  in  eiror,  in 
charging  me  with  a  misquotation.  Be  this  as  it  may,  whether  the 
word  ^  them"  or  **  htm**  is  used,  does  not,  I  am  confident,  change 
the  meaning  of  the  quotation  in  the  least.  The  eyident  import  of 
this  passage  (Ps.  ixzxix.  31 — 33)  is,  that  from  those  on  wlumi  Qod 
inflicts  the  threatened  punishment,  he  will  not  utterly  take  away 
his  loying  kindness.  If  this  is  not  the  sentiment  oonyeyed,  pray 
what  can  it  be  ? 

The  second  argument  of  Elder  Holmes,  is  founded  on  the  pas- 
saffe  which  speaks  of  the  name  or  title  of  Christ — **  Thou  sWt 
caU  his  name  Jesus;  for  he  shall  saye  his  people  from  their  sins." 
'Matt.  i.  21.)    I  am  surprised  that  he  should  quote  that  passage  of 
'cripture  in  proof  of  the  affirmatiye  of  this  question.    '*  Thou  shah 
all  nis  name  Jestut* — ^Why  ?    Because  *<  he  shall  saye  his  people 
rom**  the  pwti$hment  dtte  **  their  sins  ?**    Does  the  language  of  the 
ngel  assert  this?    No:  it  asserts  nothing  of  the  kind.    Is  there 
lot  a  marked  difierenee  between  tin  and  the  ffunithmmU  of  sin  ? 
Christ  came  to  saye  men  frcmi  jffi,  and  not  from  punialuntnt.    My 
friend  is  unfortunate  in  quoting  a  passage  in  support  of  h»  posi- 
tion, which  furnishes  one  of  the  strongest  scnpture  arguments 
against  it. 

Elder  Hotines  asserts,  that  according  to  Uniyersalism,  Grod  has 
made  it  first  necessary  that  man  should  commit  sin,  and  then  pun- 
ishes them  because  they  do  sin.  Uniyersalism  affirms  no  such 
^  thin^.  And  no  inference  of  this  description  can  be  drawn  from  my 
"][k>sitions.  It  is  not  my  assertion,  but  the  declaration  of  the  Bible, 
(Rom.  yiii.  20,)  that  God  has  subjected  man  to  **  yanity,**  or  an  ex- 
posure to  temptation.  This  does  not  make  it  absolutely  neeenary 
that  man  should  sin.  There  is  no  such  arbitrary  neeesaity  resting^ 
on  hhn.  While  exposed  to  temptation,  power  has  been  gryen  him 
to  resist  it.  Moreoyer,  he  possesses  abundant  ability  to  do  right. 
It  is  at  his  own  option  to  pursue  either  good  or  eyil.  If  while  in 
possession  of  abikty  to  resist  temptation,  he  yoluntaiily  giyes  way 
to  it>  and  falls  into  aia,Jis  is  justly  deseryingof  punishment.    And 
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ke  %eid$  it,  that  he  may  be  enBghtened  ioto  a  wiser  exercise  of  his 
powers,  in  order  to  be  happj.  la  this  need,  we  see  the  reason  of 
the  eerUintf  of  panishraent. 

My  brother  opposite,  says  that  as  according  to  the  Unirersalist 
Dotion  of  panLshment,  it  is  designed  for  the  good  of  those  on  whom 
it  18  inflicted,  then  whoerer  receive  the  most  of  it,  mast  hare  the 
most  ^ood.  I  will  not  call  this  absurd,  for  that  perhaps  would  be 
impolue ;  bat  I  stost  say  it  w  exceedingly  weak.  It  might  with 
the  same  propriety  be  said,  that  because  medicine  is  designed  for 
tbe  good  of  the  patient,  to  save  him  from  sickness,  therefore  those 
who  hare  the  most  sickness,  and  take  the  most  medicine,  enjoy  the 
greatest  amount  of  good  among  men.    Here  is  wisdom ! 

The  Elder  attempts,  (and  no  doubt  will  repeat  it  during  this  dis- 
cnssion,)  to  make  a  distinction  between  the  punishment  of  einners, 
so  called,  and  that  inflicted  on  the  righteout.  He  insists  that  God 
punishes  the  righteous  for  a  different  tmrpose  from  that  which  in- 
fluences him  in  punishing  the  wicked !  A  most  remarkable  dis- 
tinction! The  punishment  oi  the  righteous /f  A  righteous  sik- 
vxa ! ! !  Pray,  what  kind  of  a  sinner  is  that  ?  If  an  individual 
sins  wilfully  against  God,  and  incurs  his  just  punishments,  I  take 
it  for  rranted,  no  one  will  pretend  he  is  a  righteous  man.  Indeed, 
one  who  has  had  the  light  oi  truth  granted  him,  and  yet  sins  against 
that  light,  is  deserving  of  more  punishment,  tluin  the  ignorant,  un- 
enl%fatened  sinner.  And  this  will  be  the  only  distinction  made  by 
God,  in  respect  to  their  punishment,  if  justice,  integrity  and  equity 
exist  in  his  government  llie  argument  of  my  brother  is  that  God 
will  punish  his  children  on  diflerent  principles — some  for  their  own 
benefit — some  for  the  good  of  others,  by  way  of  example.  This 
would  be  like  a  parent  who  should  whip  one  disobedient  child  for 
his  good — to  restore  him  to  obedience  and  virtue — but  another  for 
no  Buch  benevolent  purpose,  bat  in  such  a  manner  as  shall  confirm 
him  in  wickedness — tormenting  him  perpetually  as  an  example  for 
the  rest  of  the  family  I !  Does  not  the  good  sense  of  all  intelligenf 
men  teach  them  that  no  such  distinction  can  exist  in  the  penecl 
government  of  the  Universal  Father  ? 

The  simple  fact  that  Christ  came  to  "  save**  men,  is  no  proof  o 
the  affirmatrve  of  this  question.  I  sincerely  believe  he  came  t( 
'*Bave"  the  world.  But  from  what?  In  other  words,  What  it 
**  Gospel  Salvation  ?**  If  it  is  a  salvation  from  punishment,  then 
Christ  came  to  save  men  from  '*just  and  deserved  punishment." 
Bat  I  insist,  this  is  not  Bible  doctrine.  In  no  place  do  the  scrip* 
tares  assert  that  salvation  is  from  punishment,  much  less  from  **jusi 
and  deserved  panishment.**  We  must  leave  God's  word  and  turn  to 
the  cx^Aa  of  men  to  find  any  sentiment  of  this  description.  What, 
then,  is  Gospel  Salvation?  It  is  a  salvation  from  SIN.  Or  the 
same  truth  may  he  expressed  in  another  form.  It  is  salvation  from 
that  state  wherein  men  are  exposed  to  sin,  and  those  unhappy  con- 
seqaeaees  which  inevitably  flow  from  its  commission. 
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In  piQol  that  goflpel  salvation  is  from  jin,  and  not  punisbiaent,  I 
will  qaote  a  few  passages  of  scriptare.    The  fiist  shall  be  the  sante 
words  on  which  my  brother  opposite  based  his  second  argument  in 
the  affirmatire — *<Thott  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus;  foe  he  shall 
save  his  people  from  their  sins."    To  say  this  teaches  salyatioa 
from  punt^mentf  is  to  make  the  angel  utter  words  without  mean- 
ing.   There  is  a  wide  distinction  between  the  act  of  tUaling,  and 
the  infliction  of  the  punishment  which  our  laws  decree  for  that 
crime.     So  a  declaration  that  men  shall  be  saved  from  siriy  cannot 
ye  understood  as  asserting,  or  implying,  that  the  guilty  shall  be 
ftaved  from  iust  and  deserved  punishment.    Again — "  Behold  the 
/Lamb  of  God,  which  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world." — (John  i. 
'29.)    Mark,  the  sin  of  the  world — not  the  punishment  due  that  sin. 
'  Do  not  believe,  do  not  flatter  yourselves,  my  audience,  that  Jesua 
:'  came  to  save  you  from  the  punishment  of  your  sins !    Again — *^*  Ye 
*'  are  the  children  of  the  prophets,  and  of  the  Covenant  which  God 
I  made  witl^  our  fathers,  saying  unto  Abraham,  And  in  thy  seed  shall 
\  all  the  kindreds  of  the  earth  be  blessed.    Unto  you  first,  €>od,  hav- 
I  ii>g  raised  up  his  son  Jesus,  sent  him  to  bless  vou,  in  turning  away 
t  every  one  of  you  from  his  iniquities/* ^{Ac\s  lii  25,  26.)    Accor 
t  ding  to  this  declaration  of  St.  Peter,  the  blessing  to  be  wrought 
I  ^ough  Christ,  is  not  salvation  from  just  and  deserved  punishment, 
;  but  from  iniqui^ — or  from  that  condition  of  mind  and  heart,  in 
S  which  men  fall  into  iniouity. 

\  Salvation  is  a  work  effected  in  the  hearts  of  men  through  the  in- 
jstruction  which  Christ  gives  the  world  in  his  gospel,  by  which  he 
If  ads  them  from  darkness  to  light — from  the  darkness  of  error  and 
sin,  into  the  light  of  truth  and  righteousness.  It  is  saving  from  a 
sinjful  state  of  the  affections,  and  not  from  the  consequences  of  past 
wickedness.  To  save  man  from  ignorance  is  not  to  save  him  from 
the  eflecls  of  past  ignorance,  but  to  instruct  and  enlighten  him.  In 
like  manner  to  save  from  nn,  is  not  to  rescue  from  the  consequences 
or  punishments  of  past  sins,  but  to  enlighten  and  purify  the  afiec- 
tions,  to  make  men  hate  wrong,  and  love  piety  and  righteousness. 
Let  me  read  another  passage  or  two,  in  illustration.  *'  Have  mer- 
cy upon  me,  O  God,  according  to  thy  loving  kindness:  according 
unto  thy  tender  mercies,  blot  out  my  transgressions,  wash  me  thor- 
oughly from  mine  iniquity,  and  cleanse  me  from  my  sin.  For  I 
acknowledge  iny  transgressions,  and  my  sin  is  ever  before  me.** 
(Ps.  li.  1-3.)  That  was  a  prayer  for  true  Gospel  Salvation.  Not 
'*  blot  out**  my  punishment,  but  my  transgressions !  Not  save  me 
from  just  and  deserved  chastisement,  but  "wash  me  thoroughly 
from  tfUquitif,  and  cleanse  me  from  sin.'*  Again — **  Ye  know  that 
he  was  mamfested  to  take  away  our  sins.** — (1  John  iii.  5.)  Yet  my 
friend  insists  it  was  to  take  away  the  just  and  deserved  punishment 
due  sinners,  that  Chrbt  was  manifested.  In  this  position  he  is  at 
variance  with  the  whole  testimony  of  the  Bible.  Take  another 
passage—*'  Who  gave  himself  for  our  sins,  that  he  might  deliver 
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«ft  from*'^ what  f    Elder  Holmes  says,  from  jast  and  desenred  piiii- 
ishment ;  but  what  doea  the  Bible  say  ?— *•  from  this  present  evil 
world !"— (Gal.  i.  4.)— Or,  from  the  tcickednese  of  this  present  evil  ^ 
raieiation.    In  our  Lord's  prayer  we  are  directed  to  pray  for  what  ? ' 
rhat  God  would  deliver  us  from  puniskment  ?    No :  but — **  deliver 
us  from  evil,"  or  sin. 

I  will  now  attend  to  my  friend's  third  argument,  predicated  on  the 
sufferings  of  Christ.  His  position  is  that  Chrisrs  sufferings  were 
in  the  p&ctf,  in  the  steady  of  f>inner3  He  attempted  a  brief  criticism, 
on  the  original  language,  in  which  I  wi^  he  had  ventured  a  little 
farther.  The  New  Testament  asserts  that  Christ  "  died  for  us.** 
(Rom.  T.  8.)  ••  He  died  for  all.**— (2  Cor.  v.  15.)  ^*  He  tasted 
death /or  every  man.** — (Heb.  ii.  9.)  He  "gave  himself  a  ransom 
fmr  all."— (1  Tim.  ii.  6.)  He  ••  died /or  the  ungodly.**— (Rom.  ▼.  6.) 
He  was  ''made  a  curse  for  us,"  &c. — (Gal.  iii.  13.)  My  friend 
says  that  the  word  **fof'  in  these  quotations,  is  from  the  Greek 
words  ••  an*!**  and  **uper,**  and  that  the  meaning  is  •'  in  the  place  of 
man."  I  maintain  that  **  for**  in  these  passages  has  not  that  signifi- 
cation. As  for  the  Greek  word  **  anti,"  it  does  not  occur  at  all,  in 
either  passage  above  quoted.  I  can  find  no  place  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament, where  it  has  the  signification  of  **  in  the  place  of,"  or  '*  in 
stead  of/*  in  reference  to  the  suflferings  of  Christ.  There  are  in- 
stances where  it  signifies  **in  the  place  of'* — as  the  following : — 
**  But  when  he  heard  that  Archelaus  did  reign  in  Judea,  in  the  room 
[antt]  of  his  father  Herod,**  &c  — (Matt.  li.  22.)  Here  the  word 
anii  is  correctly  translated  **in  the  room."  But  let  a  place  be 
shown  in  the  New  Testament  where  that  word  possesses  any  such 
meaning,  in  reference  to  the  sutferings  or  death  of  Christ. 

What  is  the  general  use  of  the  word  "  anti"  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment ?    It  occurs  in  such  sentences  as  this — **  Ye  have  heard  that 
it  hath  been  said.  An  eye  for  lanti'\  an  eye,  and  a  tooth  for  [an/t] 
a  tooth.'*— (Matt  v.  38.)    Here  anti  is  used  in  iU  general  and  pro- 
per sense,  not  in  reference  to  things  that  take  the  place  of  each  other  ,* 
but  things  that  are  set  opposite.    In  David*s  exclamation ,  *  *  would  t( 
God  T  bad  died  for  thee,"  in  reference  to  Absalom,  no  doubt  h 
meant  in  the  stead  ef  Absalom.    Yet  he  did  not  express  a  desire  t 
save  Absalom  from  just  and  deserved  punishment  for  his  rebellior 
It  was  simply  a  common  expression,  indicative  of  great  grief  fo 
the  Ices  of  a  beloved  friend  or  relative. 

In  the  passages  quoted  by  £lder  Holmes  in  support  of  his  view 
of  the  soflerings  of  Christ,  **  for"  is  translated  from  the  Greek  word 
"  iiper."  It  is  a  preposition,  to  which  Robinson*s  Lexicon  gives 
sane  ten  difierent  meanings.  It  is  singular  that  my  brother  oppo- 
nte  slfould  take  one  of  these  meaning,  and  assumet  (for  he  has  at- 
tempted no  proof,)  that  it  has  that  signification  in  all  those  places 
where  it  refers  to  ihe  sufiTennes  of  the  Redeemer.  It  is  true  **  uper" 
Bometimet  signifies  '*  in  the  place  of,"  as  in  St.  Paul*8  exhortation  — 
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"We  pray  you  in  Chrwrs  stead  [uper]  bcye  reconciled  to  God.'* 
(2  Cor.  ▼.  20.)  Also  in  the  following — *•  Whom  I  would  have  re- 
tained with  me,  that  in  thy  stead  [uper^  he  might  hare  ministered 
unto  me.*'— (Fhil.  13.)  But  I  deny  that  ''uper"  has  this  sense, 
when  referrine  to  Christ's  sufferings  and  death  for  the  world.  Ro- 
hinson  himself,  while  he  says  that  some  Lexico^phers  gnre  those 
passages  where  *'  uper"  occurs  in  connection  with  the  surorings  of 
the  Son  of  God,  the  sense  of  **  in  the  place  of,"  yet  he  places  tnem 
under  the  signification  of  *'  in  hehalf  of."  For  instance — *'  Christ 
died  for  the  ungodljr" — •*  Christ  died  for  us."  In  these  instances 
Rohinson  gives  **  uper^  the  signification  of  **  in  hehalf  of." 

But  in  examining  the  meaning  of  disputi>4  words,  the  most  satis- 
factory  and  convincing  method  is  to  refer  to  their  scripture  usage. 
I  will  give  some  examples  where  the  word  *'  uper"  occurs  in  the 
New  Testament.  By  ascertaining,  in  this  manner,  its  meaning 
when  applied  to  others— to  the  Apostles,  and  even  to  God— we 
are  prepared  to  learn  its  signification  when  used  in  reference  to 
Jesus  and  his  sufferings.  "  Pray  for  [tiper]  them  which  despite- 
fully  use  you." — (Matt.  v.  44.)  Does  praying /or  men,  sig^if^ 
praying  in  ttieir  ttead  ?  Cleariy  not,  but  in  their  behalf,  for  thetr 
benefit  /  Again — **  What  shall  we  then  say  to  these  thin^  ?  If 
God  be  for  {uper}  us,  who  can  be  against  us," — (Rom.  viii.  31.) 
'*  And  Jesus  said  unto  him,  forbid  him  not ;  for  he  that  is  not 
against  us,  is  for  luper]  us." — (Luke  ix.  50.)  "  Whereof  I,  Paul, 
am  made  a  minister ;  who  now  rejoice  in  my  sufferings  for  luper] 
yon,  and  fill  up  that  which  is  behind  of  the  afOictions  of  Christ,  in 
my  flesh,  for  [uper]  his  body's  sake,  which  is  the  Church. — (Col.  i. 
23, 24.)  '*  And  whether  we  be  afflicted,  it  is  for  luper}  your  con- 
solation and  salvation,  which  is  effeetusil  in  the  enduring  of  the 
same  sufferings  which  we  also  suffer;  or  whedier  we  be  comforted, 
it  is  for  luper"]  your  consolation  and  salvation." — (2  Cor.  i.  6.) 
••  For  unto  you  it  is  given,  in  the  behalf  luptr]  of  Christ,  not  only 
to  believe  on  him,  but  also  to  suffer  for  luper"]  his  sake."— (Phillip, 
i.  29.)  *•  Hereby  perceive  we  the  love  of  God,  [or  of  Christ]  because 
he  laid  down  his  life  for  luper]  us :  and  we  ought  to  lay  down  our 
lives  for  luper]  the  brethren." — (1  John  iii.  16.)  These  passages 
should  decide  the  question.  In  the  last  quotation,  uper  is  used  in 
both  cases.  Now,  if  it  means  in  the  mace  of  where  it  refers 
to  Christ,  it  means  the  same  where  it  relers  to  the  brethren.  Can 
we  suppose  that  the  Apostle  John  would  use  the  word  in  the  sig- 
nification of  in  the  place  of,  when  it  refers  to  Christ,  and  then  go  on 
and  use  it  as  in  behalf  of  in  the  other  case.  He  makes  use  of  the 
word  uper  in  both  cases  in  the  same  sense. 

Many  other  passages  where  "  uper"  occurs  in  like  sense,  might 
be  quoted.  How  is  it  to  be  understood  in  these  instances? 
If  we  give  it  the  meaning  *'  in  the  place  of,"  it  will  make  utter  non- 
eenm  of  the  language  of  divine  wnters.    Try  it  t    But  understand 
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yet  perad venture  for  a  good  man  Boine  would  even  dare  to  die.  Bat 
God  commendeth  his  love  towards  us,  in  that  while  we  were  yet 
sinners,  Christ  died  for  us."  We  have  the  testimony  of  all  com- 
mentators, except  those  who  support  Mr.  Austin's  views,  that  St. 
Paul,  introduces  this  case  to  illustrate  the  sense  in  which  Christ 
died  for  sinners.  I  have  also  the  testimony  of  Thobuck,  a  distin-* 
guished  German  Divine,  who  has  given  the  world  a  most  learned 
and  critical  comment  on  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans :  in  which  he 
says  uper  is  used  **synouvmously,  with  anti  when  applied  to  the 
death  of  Christ." 

When  I  sat  down  last,  I  was  remarking  upon  passages  Mr.  Aus- 
tin had  quoted  to  sustain  his  view  of  punishment,  and  I  alluded  to 
the  80th  Psalm  31-32.  1  do  not  intend  to  charge  him  with  mis- 
quoting the  passage  purposely,  of  course,  if  he  says  he  had  no  such 
intention,  I  am  bound  by  all  rules  of  discussion,  and  considerations 
of  respect  to  regard  it  as  a  mere  mistake.  That  is,  however  the 
sense  in  which  I  understood  him,  and  others  understood  him  in  the 
same  way.  Perhaps  I  should  not  have  alluded  to  it  at  all,  if  it 
had  not  been  thus  quoted  in  the  '*  exposition  of  Universalism"  by 
Mr.  I.  D.  Williamson,  in  which  he  preaches  a  sermon  on  that  very 
text,  and  reads  it  in  that  way  in  the  text  itself.  I  allude  to  it,  be- 
cause the  correction  of  that  word  certainly  vitiates  the  whole  argu- 
ment built  upon  that  passage.  Any  one  who  will  read  the  PsaJm 
through,  will  see  that  the  author  is  speaking  of  the  family  and 
throne  of  David,  and  promises  that  even  though  the  children  do 
transgress  and  incur  divine  punishment;  yet  his  loving  kindness 
**  he  will  not  utterly  take  from  him,**  that  is  from  David.  You  can 
see  the  difference  at  once.  Mr.  Austin  quoted  a  number  of  pas- 
sages to  prove  that  Christ  came  to  save  us  from  sin,  and  also  that  he 
came  to  save  us  from  the  evil  of  this  present  world,  that  he  came 
to  take  away  our  sins,  &c.  I  never  disputed  this,  I  believe  as  firm- 
ly as  I  ever  believed  any  thin^,  that  all  this  will  result  from  Christ's 
death  to  those  who  believe  in  him.  But  that  does  not  vitiate  my 
aigument  in  the  least.  To  make  this  good,  Mr.  Austin  ought  to  have 
gone  on  and  shown  an  inconsistency  between  being  sav^  from  sin 
and  saved  from  punishment.  He  ought  also  to  show  how  a  man 
can  be  saved  from  sin  and  not  saved  from  the  punishment  of  sin. 
Unless  he  does  this  his  argument  is  not  wortti  a  straw.  I  say 
there  is  no  consistent  sense  in  which  a  man  can  be  saved  from 
sin  without  being  saved  from  its  punishment :  and  moreover,  he 
has  not  given  you  the  phraseology  correctly.  He  sa^s  *<He  shall 
save  his  people  from  the  commission  of  sin."  It  is  one  thing 
to  be  saved  from  sin  hereafter,  another  to  be  saved  from  sins 
already  committed.  True  Christ  came  to  turn  away  from  ini- 
quity, but  also  to  save  his  people  from  their  sins.  That  is  the 
point  alluded  to  in  my  ar^ment,  and  in  no  way  can  he  save  his 
people  from  their  sins,  without  involving  salvation  from  punish- 
ment 
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The  passage  quoted  by  Mr.  Austin  from  diet  Psftlm,  claims  a 
passing  remark.     It  is  as  follows :  **  Have  mercy  upon  me  O  €rod, 
according  to  thy  loving  kindness ;. according  unto  the  multitude  of 
thy  tender  mercies,  blot  out  my  transgressions."    Let  Mr.  Austin 
tell  me  if  he  can,  how  a  man  can  have  his  sins  blotted  out,  and  yet  not 
be  saved  from  the  consequences  of  those  sins.     The  tender  mercy 
of  Grod  has  been  brought  into  the  question.     Now  what  is  mercy  ? 
It  is  a  term  that  relates  only  to  those  who  are  guilty,  and  who  stand 
in  need  of  favor  which  they  do  not  deserve.    And  its  proper  appli- 
cation is  only  in  cases  where  individuals  are  treated  with  favor* 
though  deserving  punishment.     The  very  passage  quoted  is  a  refu- 
tation of  Mr.  Austin's  views  on  that  point     The  position  assumed 
by  him  is  that  Grod  punishes  man  first  according  to  his  deserts. 
Hence  there  is  no  mercy  to  be  exercised  towards  nim,  in  any  ap- 
plication of  the  term. 

With  these  remarks,  I  proceed  to  present  my  eighth  argumentt 
founded  on  those  passages  that  clearly  imply  Kdvation  from  pun- 
ishment. Luke  xiii.  7-9.  The  parable  of  toe  barren  fig  tree.  Tais 
represents  moral  beings  who  deserve  to  be  punished  for  past  delin- 
quency. The  proposition  to  spare  the  tree  another  year  as  a  trial, 
clearly  implies  that  if  it  bore  fruit,  it  should  then  be  spared  the  pun- 
ishment already  deserved  on  account  of  past  barrenness.  If  it 
should  not  bear  fruit  then,  that  punishment  should  be  inflicted. 
The  tree  deserved  to  be  cut  down  or  it  did  not.  If  it  did  not,  then 
Crod  threatened  unjust  punishment ;  but  if  it  did,  then  the  proposi- 
tion to  spare  the  tree  is  a  proposition  to  spare  from  deserved  pun- 
ishment. £zekiel  xviii.  21.:  **  But  if  the  wicked  will  turn  from 
his  sins  that  he  hath  committed,  and  keep  all  my  statutes,  and  do 
that  which  is  lawful  and  right,  he  shall  surely  live,  he  shall  not 
die.  All  his  transgressions  that  he  hath  committed  shall  not  be 
mentioned  unto  him.**  In  Elzekiel  xxxiii.  14 — 16,  we  have  the  same 
troth  in  nearly  the  same  language.  Jeremiah  xviii.  7 — 8. :  **  At 
what  instant  I  shall  speak,  concerning  a  nation,  and  concerning  a 
kingdom,  to  pluck  up  and  pull  down,  and  to  destrojr  it  If  that 
nation  against  whom  I  have  pronounced  turn  from  their  evil,  I  wilJ 
repent  of  the  evil  that  I  thought  to  do  unto  them."  Here  God  pro- 
mises that  when  he  threatens  punishment  against  a  nation  for  its  sin, 
if  they  repent  of  that  sin  he  will  not  inflict  the  punishment  We 
have  already  seen  an  illustration  of  this  passage  in  the  case  of  the 
Ninevitec.  They  were  threatened  with  punishment,  just  and  de- 
served, and  it  would  have  been  inflicted  had  they  not  repented. 
But  repenting  at  the  preaching  of  Jonah,  God  did  not  inflict  the  pun- 
ishment threatened,  and  hence  they  were  saved  from  just  and  de- 
served punishment.  **  He  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  but  he  that 
belie veth  not  shall  be  damned."  It  is  said  in  another  place  he  that 
bdieveth  not  is  condemned  already.  It  therefore  follows  that  he 
that  believes  is  free  from  condemnation.  Thence  he  must  be  saved 
from  punishment    Micah  vil.  18. ;  **  Who  is  a  God  like  unto  thee. 
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God ;  and  the  pimishment  due  to  them  must  be  executed  upon  700, 
unless  prerented  by  yonr  repentance  and  tarning  to  him  whom  ve 
have  pierced."  Romans  iii.  24 — ^27. :  ••  Being  justified  freely  by 
his  grace,  through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Jesus  Christ :  Whom 
God  has  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through  faith  in  his  blood,  to 
declare  his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  passed, 
through  the  forbearance  of  God.  To  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time* 
his  righteousness;  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him 
which  beliereth  in  Jesus.  Where  is  boasting  then  ?  It  is  exclu- 
ded. By  what  law  ?  of  works  ?  Nay ;  but  by  the  law  of  faith.** 
Here  it  is  said,  that  we  are  justified  freely  by  his  grace  through  the 
redemption  that  is  in  Jesus  Christ — because  or  on  account  of  our 
foith  in  him  whom  €h>d  hath  set  forth,  as  a  propitiation.  What  fs 
a  propitiation  ?  It  is  an  act  performed  by  a  third  person,  for  the 
purpose  of  effecting  reconciliation  between  parties  at  variance :  and 
this  is  done  by  turning  away  the  displeasure  of  the  justly  emended 
party.  This  act  was  performed  by  Christ,  who  became  the  propi- 
tiation for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world.  As  the  effect  of  this  pro- 
pitiation, the  obstacles  to  human  salvation  are  removed,  the  right- 
eousness of  God  declared,  or  vindicated,  white  he  proceeds  in  the 
exercise  of  forbearance,  to  remit  the  pad  sins  of  those  who  '*  be- 
lieve in  Jesus."  Here  the  doctrine  of  forgiveness  of  punishment  is 
clearly  tt«ght. — [  Tme  expired. 

[MR.  AtrSTIN'S  rODRTH  REPLY.] 

Oenilemen  Moderators.* — I  propose  in  the  present  half  Ikmit,  to 
pass  my  Mead's  fifth  and  sixth  arguments,  bi«ed  on  bis  views  of 
pardon  and  iusttfieation,  until  to-morrow,  in  order  to  |;ive  them  a 
more  critieai  examination.  I  wish  to  notice  this  evenmg,  his  eev- 
enth  aixument.  It  is  drawn  from  oertain  passages  of  scripture, 
which,  he  asserts,  teash  that  men  have  been  saved  from  punish- 
ment. He  has  quoted  these  passages,  he  says,  to  prove  tlttit  ther« 
are  instances  where  God  has  not  punished  men  at  rnwik  a»  iheyde- 
serve  I  I  can  bot  express  my  exceeding  regret  that  he  has  thought 
proper  to  resort  (eaa  argument  of  this  nature!  Can  it  be  possible  be 
has  maturely  leAected  on  the  praetieal  influences  of  such  an  argu- 
ment, ou  the  minds  of  this  audience,  and  especially  the  youthful  por- 
tion of  it  i  Has  he  duly  considered  the  moral  tendency  of  quoting 
teripture  to  prove  to  the  young  as  well  as  old,  that  they  may  sin  with 
impunity,  to  their  hearts*  content,  and  escape  all  punishment  what* 
ever  ?  What  raoce  do  the  inexperienced  need  as  an  inducement  to 
sin  ?  I  call  itson  my  brother  and  all  clergymen  of  the  so-oalled 
EvemgeHoal  school,  in  the  name  of  Heaven,  and  humanity,  and  for 
the  good  of  society,  to  desist  from  such  a  course.  I  pray  them  to 
refrain  horn  getng  to  the  Bible,  and  quoting  God^s  holy  word  to 
prove  that  men  can  violate  his  comoMmdments — tmmpte  on  every 
thing  holy  aad  good — and  yet  be  screened  from  all  penalty !    I  beg 
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nMB  nnto  them  which  are  exerdsed  thereby  .**  He  mahitaiiw  tbvt 
ch4uti$iment  is  not  punishment ,  but  that  it  is  a  salutary  course  of 
discipline!  I  acknowledge  that  chastiseoent  is  a  mhUary  eonrse 
of  discipline,  and  I  insist  that  such  also  is  the  nature  of  punKshment. 
These  terms  are  synonymouSy  so  far  as  the  object  of  their  infliction  is 
concerned.  The  only  distinction  between  them  is,  that  dkaetisemeni 
is  a  lighter  infliction  of  penalty  for  less  heinous  crimes,  and  pun- 
ishment a  more  severe  correction  for  deeper  gntlt.  But  they  boih . 
are  imposed  for  the  same  purposct  expressed  distinctly  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Apostle  above  quoted — that  they  may  '^afterward 
yield  the  peaceable  fruit  of  righteousness  unto  them  who  are  exer- 
cised thereby."*-(Heb.  xii.  11.)  Upon  what  principle  of  propriety 
could  the  father  of  a  family  correct  one  portion  of  nis  children  for 
their  benefit,  for  the  purpose  of  restoring  them  to  obedience  and 
uprightness;  and  anotner  portion,  onl^  to  injure  them,  and  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  confirm  them  in  their  disobedience  and  crime  ?  The 
words  **  chastening*'  and  **  corrected,"  (Ueb.  xii.)  are  from  the  Greek 
word  **  paideian.**  Robinson's  Lexicon  ^vee  as  its  definition — a 
training,  consisting  of  instruction,  admonition,  examples,  rewards, 
punishnents.  That  this  Greek  word  signifies  puniAment,  is  evi- 
dent from  its  use  in  Luke  xxiii.  16,  where  Pilate  sa3rs,  in  reference 
to  Christ,  who  was  arraigned  before  him — **  I  will  therefor**,  chas- 
tise ipaideusas]  him,  and  release  him."  Here  this  word  has  the 
meaning  of  scourging,  lacerating  the  body  with  rods— [see  Matt. 
xxvii.  26,] — which  surely  was  a  punishment  of  a  severe  and  igno- 
minious character.  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says  of  scourging — **Thia 
is  allowed  to  have  been  a  very  severe  punishment  of  itself,  among 
the  Romans,  the  flesh  being  general!^  cut  by  the  whips  used  for 
this  purpose."    (Clarke  on  Matt,  xxvii.  26.) 

Elder  Holmes  acknowledges  God  punishes  his  children,  so-called 
— (i.  e.,  those  among  men  who  are  peculiarly  his  children  by  gen- 
eral obedience  and  imitation,)  on  a  principle  of  salutary  discipOne, 
with  a  view  to  their  amendment  and  happine^fl.  Why  should  he 
not  deal  with  all  his  children — all  men — upon  the  same  ptinciple  ? 
If  it  is  important  to  punish  those  who  are  but  occasionally  disobe- 
dient, with  a  view  to  their  amendment,  how  much  more  important 
that  those  children  who  are  habitually  disobedient,  should  have 
such  a  punishment  as  shall  lead  them  tmck  to  virtue  and  godlinesa. 

But  my  friend  insists  the  chastisements  mentioned  in  Hebrews, 
refers  only  to  the  righteous.  I  have  already  alluded  to  the  im- 
propriety of  speaking  of  the  punishment  of  righteous  men.  The 
perfect  groundlesness  of  this  position  will  be  made  evident  to  all, 
by  the  declaration  of  St.  Paul  in  the  11th  verse  He  says  that 
chastening  "afterward  yieldeth  the  peaceable  fruit  of  RIGHT- 
EOUSNESS unto  them  who  are  exercised  thereby."  This  showa 
that  chastening  or  punishment  is  not  inflicted  on  those  already 
righteous,  but  on  the  sinful  to  make  them  become  riortcovs  ! !    ft 
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The  Apostle  6iSas  iwm  Elder  Holrees  in  confining  the  cha«ti»e- 
meBts  of  God  to  those  who  claim  to  be  righteous.  He  declares  in 
the  sixth  verse,  «*  Whom  the  Lord  loyeth  he  chasteneth  r  Who 
are  embraced  in  God's  love  ?  The  entire  world  of  mankind — **  God 
so  lOTED  the  world,"  &c.  (John  iii.  16.)  **  But  God  who  is  rich  in 
mercy,  £<x  his  GREAT  LOVE  wherewith  he  loTed  us,  even  when 
we  were  dead  in  sins"  &c.— (Eph.  ii.  4,  6.)  These  anotations 
pfoye  beyond  controversy,  that  the  principle  or  object  of  chasten- 
ing, made  known  in  the  passage  under  consideration,  is  one  on 
which  God  acts  in  his  dealings  with  all  men  who  incur  the  just  pe- 
nalty of  sin.  Elder  Holmes  read  from  Ballou  on  the  Atonement, 
to  show  that  on  Universalist  principles  men  are  compelled  to  sin. 
I  should  have  heen  happy  to  listen  to  more  extended  extracts  from 
that  book,  for  it  incol^Ues  many  salutary  truths  and  sound  princi- 
ples. But  he  failed  to  make  the  author  prove  that  for  which  he 
quoted  him.  True,  Mr.  Ballou  says  man  was  created  subject  to 
vanity  and  sin.  In  this,  however,  be  but  agrees  with  St.  Paul. 
(Rom.  viii.  20.)  But  being  created  subject  to  sin  is  very  different 
from  being  under  an  absolute  necessity  of  sinning.  This,  Mr.  Bal- 
lon does  not  assert.  He  only  contends  that  the  creature  was  eX' 
fcaed  to  sin.  Yet  he  was  left  free  to  combat  it  and  resis^t  its  temp- 
tations. 

My  friend  in  the  affirmative,  quotes  Doddridge  and  T>ioluck  in 
sopport  of  his  position,  that  in  those  passages  which  speak  of  the 
puflerin^  and  death  of  Christ  for  man,  the  word  **  for,"  [tipffr]  sig- 
nifies **  in  the  place  of."  [)oddridge  and  Tholuck  aregoioa  author- 
ity on  points  where  they  are  disinterested  witnesses.  In  this  in- 
stance, however,  the^  give  to  the  passages  to  which  reference  is 
made,  sach  construction  as  agreed  with  pre-con^eired  opinions,  and 
theories  already  adopted.  However  learned  and  eminent  commen- 
tators may  he,  the  frequent  nnd  wide  diasffreements  among  them- 
selves, show  they  are  far  from  being  reliable  guides  in  all  cases. 
Where  they  pointedly  differ  from  the  Bible,  I  shall  prefer  God's 
word  to  their  ipse  dixit.  In  the  full  quotations  introduced  in  my 
Ust  speech,  I  showed  the  scripture  usage  of  the  word  **  uper.** 
These  quotations  proved  conclusively,  tmit  its  meaning  when  ap- 
plied to  Christ's  sufferings  and  death,  was,  that  they  were  **  in  be' 
kalf*^  of  the  sinner,  and  not  **  in  his  place."  My  opponent  has  not 
attempted,  and  will  not  attempt,  to  invalidate  my  argument  from 
tbe  scripture  usage  of  '*  uper*^^  He  is  perfectly  aware  that  it  is  in- 
tulncrable. 

I  propose  now  to  show  that  the  position  taken  by  mv  friend  in 
tbe  affirmative  of  this  question,  is  in  direct  contradiciton  to  the  most 
plain  and  positive  declarations  to  be  found  in  the  Bible.  If  any  re- 
liance can  be  placed  on  language,  either  the  Scriptures  or  Elder 
Holmes  take  erroneous  grounds  on  this  subject.  Which  of  the  two 
woold  be  moat  likely  to  err  on  a  topic  of  this  nature,  the  good  sense 
of  this  audience  will  have  but  little  difficulty  to  determine.    What 
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is  the  doetrineof  the  aaered  Tohune  ia  rttod  tothe  etftaintjrof  die 
punishment  of  sin  ?  Listen  !^"  Who  fml  render  to  erery  maQ  ac* 
cording  to  his  deeds.  To  them  who,  hy  patient  eonttnunnee  in  wdl 
doing,  seek  for  glory,  and  honor,  and  immortality,  eternal  life.  Bat 
anto  them  that  are  contentious,  and  do  not  obey  the  truth,  but  obej 
unrighteousness,  indignation  and  wrath,  tribulatioQ  and  anguish, 
upon  etfery  swd  of  man  that  doeth  evil;  of  the  Jew  first,  and  also 
of  the  6entUes.*«^For  there  is  no  respect  of  persons  with  God.** 
(Rom.  ii.  6-U.)  My  friend  maintams  that  God  vfill  not  render  to 
every  man  aceoiding  to  his  deeds — ^that  he  win  not  ren(fav  indigna- 
tion and  tribulation  to  every  $oul  of  nmn  that  doeth  eril — that  he 
will  do  this  to  a  portion ;  but  ^at  he  wfll  eereen  the  remainder  from 
all  tribulation  and  antuish.  In  other  words,  that  God  u  a  lespecter 
of  persons.  The  audience  must  decide  between  Elder  Holmes  and 
the  Bible.    The  statements  of  both  cannot  be  recmred. 

Again—**  The  soul  that  sinneth,  it  shall  die.--(Ezdc.  xviii.  4.) 
My  brother  opposite,  maintains  that  a  soul  may  sin  for  a  looff  se* 
ries  of  jreara,  and  not  die — that  a  man  can  do  wickedly  for  forty 
years — a  whole  life  time — and  yet  escape  ail  punishment  by  repen- 
tance  just  before  death.  According  to  his  doctrine,  if  I  had  the 
power,  I  might  slay  this  entire  congr^ation,  run  rioting  in  blood 
through  the  community,  spreading  deyastation  on  erery  hand,  kil* 
ling  men,  women,  and  children — and  at  last  be  screened  from  erery 
item  of  punishment,  by  beoomii^  conrerted  a  day  before  I  passed 
to  another  world ! ! 

"  The  righteousness  of  the  righteous  shall  be  upon  him,  and  dM 
wickedness  of  the  wicked,  shall  be  upon  him.** — (Ezek.  xriii.  20.) 
The  doctrine  of  Elder  Holmes  perfectly  destrojrs  the  force  of  this 
passage.  It  teaches  that  a  man  may  be  righteous  and  obtain  no 
rewara,  and  be  wicked  and  receire  no  pamshment  Suppose  for 
instance,  my  friend  is  a  righteous  man,  as  I  hope  he  is,  and  leads  a 
righteous  life  for  forty  or  fifty  jrears.  But  shortly  prerious  to  his 
d«ith,  he  falls  into  temptation — he  sins  and  dies.  Is  he  rewarded 
for  his  good  deeds  ?  No.  He  receires  no  reward  in  this  life.  Ac* 
cording  to  the  Erangelical  school,  all  rewards  and  punishments  are 
administered  in  the  future  world.  He  is  not  rewarded  hereafter ; 
because  the  last  fatal  act  of  his  life  cut  him  off  from  future  reward, 
and  plunged  him  into  r^ons  of  eadless  despair.  Hence  for  his 
long  life  of  righteousness  he  is  forerer  unrewarded.  This  is  in 
point  blank  conflict  with  the  scripture  just  quoted.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  Elder  or  any  other  man,  should  be  a  deprared  sianer, 
and  rile  hypocrite  through  life;  aiid  yet  repents  befors  death, 
his  wickedness  i$  not  ufon  Atm,  but  on  an  innocent  substitute, 
while  the  sinner,  after  indulging  in  crime  with  impunity,  darts 
through  this  loop-hole  of  repentamet  into  boundless  bliss,  and 
laughs  at  law,  justice,  punishment ! 

**  Though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  shall  aot  be  tmpunish- 
'^**— (Pfor.zi.21.)    roiing^meii/ mark  thai  declaiationl   I  regret 
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liance  of  aromatic  zeph3rr8.  This  is  the  EFanfelical  view  of  the 
pleasures  of  sin,  and  irom  the  punishment  of  which  God  has  pro- 
vided, according  to  the  same  school  of  theology,  an  easy  way  of 
escape,  by  repentance.  But  the  Bible  describci  the  condition  of 
the  wicked  as  being  like  that  of  the  troubled  sea — overhung  with 
dark  clouds,  and  its  waters  lashed  into  commotion  by  the  howling 
storm ! !  Again— God  '•  will  by  no  means  clear  the  guilty."— (Ex, 
xzxiv.  7  )  I  beg  the  young  people  of  the  congregation-— those 
just  about  entering  upon  life — (and  oh !  how  important  it  is,  that 
the  young  should  take  a  right  view  of  the  nature  and  consequences 
of  sm  at  a  period  so  critical) — to  listen  to  this  positive  declaration 
of  the  Bible  and  govern  themselves  accordingly  !  Let  them  never 
forget  that  God  solemnly  declares  he  will  by  no  means,  dear  the 
gpiUty  ! !  It  is  to  me  the  cause  of  the  utmost  regret  and  astonish- 
ment, that  in  the  face  of  God's  word,  so  positively  uttered  as  in  the 
passage  last  quoted,  my  brother  opposite,  together  with  all  the  selfn 
styled  Evangdical  clei|;y,  should  devote  so  much  of  their  time, 
their  talents,  their  learning,  to  the  proclamation  of  a  doctrine  which 
virtudly  enstamps/o/se^oorf  on  the  Bible— a  doctrine  which  insidu- 
ously  instils  in  tne  minds  of  the  inexperienced,  the  blinding,  seduc- 
tive and  fatal  delusion,  that  there  are  '*  mean^  provided  whereby 
sin  can  be  indulged  and  the  guilty  cleared  of  all  punishment !  It 
is  a  sentiment  which  not  only  contradicts  the  word  of  the  Most 
High— gives  the  lie  to  all  past  experience— but  is  demoralizing  in 
the  highest  degree ! !  Man  wants  nothine  more  than  this  to  eft- 
courage  him  into  sin — nothing  more  to  induce  him  to  walk  there 
through  life,  under  the  flattering  proviso,  that  repentance  at  last 
shall  wipe  off  all  scores. 

Let  it  be  noticed  that  the  passages  I  have  quoted  to  prove  the 
inflexible  certainty  of  punishment,  are  all  plain,  positive,  unequiv- 
ocal declarations  They  are  not  clothed  in  figurative,  metaphori* 
eal,  or  parabolic  forms  of  speech.  They  belong  to  that  class  of 
Bible  declarations  which  are  strictly  and  rindly  literal,  and  hence 
there  cannot  possibly  be  any  mistaking  of  tneir  meaning.  When- 
ever Elder  Holmes  will  bring  scripture  declarations  as  plain,  posi- 
tive, and  literal,  that  the  wicked  can  escape  a  just  and  deserved 
punishment,  we  should  then  be  brought  to  a  stand  in  this  discus- 
sion ;  because  the  Bible  would  be  shown  to  contradict  itself.  But 
this  cannot  be.  Neither  is  it  possible  to  **  explain  away*'  the  forct 
and  weight  of  these  passages,  by  anv  well-grounded  criticism. 
There  they  stand,  plain,  liteml,  unmovable— jB^lowing  with  the  light 
of  eternal  truth — truth  as  salutary  and  restraining  as  it  is  luminons 
and  reasonable  \ !  All  that  my  opponent  can  do  to  weaken  their 
force,  will  be  to  quote  and  dwell  upon  certain  scripture  declara- 
tions tovkC^imikz  justification,  remission,  ransom  and  forgiveness  of 
sin — phrases  of  uncertain  meaning,  in  regard  to  which  there  is  a 
wide  difference  of  opinion  among  equally  intelligent  theologians, 
and  in  reigard  to  which,  even  those  claiming  to  be  EvangeliaU,  do 
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from  sin  committed,  is  to  be  saved  from  punishment.  Hence  tlie 
langua^,  "  If  any  man  sin  we  have  an  advocate  with  the  falhw.** 
The  object  of  the  advocacy  with  the  father,  is  salvation  from  sins 
committed,  and  consequently  from  the  punishment  of  sins.  If  this 
is  not  so,  Mr.  Austin  can  tell  us  what  it  does  mean,  by  explaining 
the  object  of  Christ's  intercession. 

I  now  present  my  tenth  argument,  founded  on  the  fact  that  the 
(jrospel  proposes  to  save  sinners  now,  which  cannot  be  the  case  if 
sinners  must  flrst  be  punished  all  they  deserve.  The  scriptures 
tell  us  that  God  now  «« commandeth  all  men  everywhere  to  rei»nt" 
**  Now  is  the  accepted  time,  behold,  now  is  the  day  of  salvation  ;** 
"  to-day,  if  ye  wiU  hear  his  voice,  harden  not  your  hearts."  All 
the  invitations  of  the  Gospel  have  reference  to  the  present  time. 
•«  Repent  and  be  converted" — «*  Look  unto  me  and  be  ye  saved" — 
«*  Come  unto  me  all  ye  that  labor."  Now,  every  sinner  deserves 
to  be  punished,  and  hence  if  he  is  not  saved  from  punishment,  he  * 
cannot  be  saved  at  all,  until  he  has  endured  all  the  punishment  he  de- 
serves. This  requires  some  time  after  sin  is  committed.  If  it  requires 
no  time,  then  salvation  and  damnation  must  meet  at  the  same  time» 
in  the  same  individual.  Hence  they  must  be  both  eternal  or  result 
in  the  destruction  of  each  other.  As  this  will  not  be  contended  for» 
it  follows  that  some  time  to  say  the  least,  must  elapse  after  the  sin 
is  committed,  before  the  sinner  can  receive  all  the  punishment  he 
%/ deserves.  This  time  may  be  long  or  short  according  to  the  turpi- 
^  tude  of  the  sinner's  crimes.  The  several  schools  of  Universalism 
are  not  agreed  among  themselves  in  reeard  to  the  lengA  of  time 
necessary  to  punish  sinners  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts. 
Some  thmk  it  may  all  be  effected  in  a  short  time,  others,  that  it 
may  be  done  in  this  life  almost,  while  others  still,  make  it  ran 
over  into  eternity.  Mr.  Winchester  taught  that  some  sinners  could 
not  be  saved  until  they  had  suffered  144,000  years.  Such  was 
their  moral  turpitude,  their  stubborn  perverseness,  it  would  require 
that  length  of  time  to  subdue  them,  and  bring  them  in  harmcmy 
with  the  divine  will.  Mr.  Skinner,  when  pressed  on  this  point, 
admits  future  punishment,  but  does  not  tell  us  how  long  it  must 
continue,  in  order  to  secure  the  desired  results.  All  agree,  it  must 
take  time.  Very  well,  be  that  time  more  or  less,  it  would  be  both 
improper  and  dishonest  to  olfer  salvation  to  the  sinner  now,  when 
he  cannot  be  saved  until  his  punishment  has  terminated,  no  matter 
^  how  long  or  short  the  period  of  his  suffering  may  be.  He  cannot 
^  be  saved  until  all  his  punishment  has  been  expenenced,  and  hence 
it  must  be  dishonest  and  cruel  trifling  to  offer  him  salvation  now. 
Yet  the  gospel  does  this,  and  every  minister  of  the  gospel  is  au- 
thorized to  do  the  same.  Here  we  see,  the  notion  against  which 
we  contend  is  contradictory  to,  and  subversive  of  the  gospel,  and 
hence  must  be  false.  For,' as  the  gospel  offers  ndvation  to  sinners 
now,  it  follows,  they  may  be  savedfrom  deserved  punishment  now, 

I  will  now  proceed  to  consider  some  points  in  my  friend's  last 
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ipeech.  Yoa  are  aware  that  a  powerful  sympathetic  effort  was 
Bade  last  ereniDg:  and  from  the  fact  that  he  has  practised  this  ar- 
tifice in  considerable  deme  in  every  speech  he  has  made»  I  am  led 
to  sappose  it  is  his  pecwtarfort,  when  his  arguments  fail  to  satisfy 
himseu,  or  convince  the  audience,  be  forthwith  appeals  to  their 
sTmpalhies.  You  may  understand  after  this,  when  he  indulges  in 
tais  peculiarity  that  he  is  conscious  of  some  defect  in  his  argument, 
and  wishes  to  fill  jronr  eyes  with  dust,  lest  you  should  detect  it. 
An  appeal  to  the  sympathetic  feelings  of  an  audience  is  well 
enough  when  it  has  a  proper  foundation ;  but  in  this  case  the  gen- 
tleman's great  zeal  was  so  perfectly  baseless,  as  to  be  rather  amu- 
MBg  than  otherwise.    It  might  serve  to  remind  one  of 


-**OcMia  into  t«mpMt  tossed, 


•  To  waft  a  feather  or  to  drown  a  fly." 

But  I  doubt  whether  any  discerning  mind  discovered  any  relation  be- 
tween his  declamatory  flourish,  and  the  merits  of  the  question  un- 
der discussion.  And  you  recollect  his  addresses  and  appeals  base- 
less as  ihey  were,  were  made  to  a  particular  class  of  individuals — 
to  younr  men.  Why  was  this  ?  He  knew  there  were  manv  of 
of  that  class  of  persons  here  last  evening,  who  would  not  be  here 
to-dav  to  have  the  false  impressions  made  upon  their  minds  cor- 
rected :  hence  his  zeal  in  that  direction. 

I  have  presented  a  number  of  arguments,  which  my  friend  de- 
Bominatefl  metaphysical,  but  which  he  has  made  no  elTort  to  an- 
swer. He  gives  them  the  go-by,  it  is  probable  for  the  same  rea- 
srm  that  he  refuses  to  de^e  his  views  of  future  punishment.  He 
knows  that  any  attempt  to  answer  the  one,  or  explain  the  other, 
will  involve  him  in  inextricable  difficulty.  There  is  deep  water  in 
that  region ;  there  aie  winds  and  storms  there :  my  friend  does  not 
wish  to  risk  his  cause  on  that  sea !  And  here  we  have  an  indica- 
tioo  oi  the  real  character  of  Universalism.  It  is  a  characteristic  of 
error  to  be  non-committal — to  deal  in  generalities,  and  avoid  if  pos- 
«Ue,  every  issue  where  its  claims  may  be  tested  bv  established 
priadples,  by  analogy  or  fact.  I  do  not  blame  Mr.  Austin  for  his 
aon-committalism,  nor  for  eschewing  metaphysical  proofs:  the 
mkfty  of  the  cause  he  advocates  requires  this  course.  Were  I  set 
for  the  defence  of  Universalism,  I  would  as  soon  risk  my  personal 
saf^y  in  a  leap  over  the  falls  of  Niagara,  as  allow  my  theological 
lystem  to  eo  into  the  crucible  of  philosophical  investigation  and 
aaalysiii.  I  wish,  however,  that  the  audience  may  have  clear  proof 
that  Mr.  Austin  does  studiously  avoid  the  issues  referred  to.  I 
therefore  caU  on  him  again,  to  tell  me  whether  he  believes  in  fu- 
tare  punishment,  and  if  so,  where  and  how  it  will  be  inflicted. 

The  gentleman  charges  me  with  teaching  that  sin  may  be  com- 
Htted  with  impunity.  I  have  already  noticed  this  charge  suffi- 
cieatly  in  another  speech ;  bat  if  an^  doubt  of  this  remains,  I  will 
tadeiTor  to  remove  it  by  a  few  additional  remarks.    He  says,  ac- 
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CQtdlDff  to  mydoctiiae  of  salvation  from  punisbment,  he  might  sT«y 
this  whole  cong^regation  with  impunity.  Let  us  first  see  wlutt  would 
be  the  state  of  the  case  accordio^  to  his  doctrine.  He  teaches  that 
punishinent  is  in  no  sense  an  evil  to  the  sinner.  If  not,  then  it 
must  be  a  blessing— a  blessing  which  corresponds  in  magnitude 
with  the  turpitude  of  the  crime ;  hence  punishment  on  his  princi- 
plss«  furnishes  no  motive  either  to  avoid  the  crime  or  escape  the 
punishment ;  or,  il  we  suppose,  according  to  another  declaration  of 
ttis,  that  God  punishes  only  to  reform,  and  that  the  amount  of  pun- 
ishment it  takes  to  produce  repentance,  is  ju^  the  amount  the  stn- 
ntf  deserves  for  his  crimes.  From  this  it  would  follow,  as  the  least 
amount  of  punishment  might  lead  to  repentance,  so  the  least  possi- 
ble quantity  would  suffice  to  atone  for  the  crime  of  slaying  the 
whole  audience.  How  would  the  case  stand  according  to  tne  views 
which  I  advocate  ?  Suppose  the  crime  referred  to,  to  be  commit- 
ted ;  I  say  to  the  iiuir4erer :  **  Sir,  you  have  committed  a  crime  of 
dreadful  turpitude !  you  have  not  merely  violated  your  relations 
to  man ;  you  have  broken  the  great,  inSuiU  moral  Jtaw  of  Jeho- 
vah :  Tou  cannot  escape  the  penalty  of  the  law  in  this  life,  the 
law  of  man— much  less  can  you  escape  the  penalty  of  the  divioe 
law,  which  says,  thou  shalt  not  kill,  without  repentance.  You 
are  now  under  the  condemnation  of  law,  both  human  and  divine. 
The  penalty  of  human  law,  which  is  the  death  of  the  body,  yoa 
must  st^r.  The  penalty  of  the  divine  law,  which  is  dem,  lioth 
of  body  and  soul,  you  can  only  escape  by  repentance  so  genuine 
and  thiorcugk,  that  God,  who  knows  the  heart,  shall  be  pleased  to 
grant  you  a  pardon  through  ^esus  Christ." 

But  according  to  Universalism,  the  murderer  would  have  bo  mo- 
tive to  avoid  the  crime  or  the  punishment,  because  the  punishment 
is  a  blessing.  Or  if  he  should  wish  to  escape  the  punishment  after 
the  criminsu  deed  is  done,  he  can  efiect  his  purpose  by  repentance* 
and  so  far.  as  relates  to  the  divine  law,  the  crime  is  expiated. 
There  is  however,  one  penalty,  that  of  human  law,  which  cannot 
be  averted  in  this  way :  and  should  the  criminal  doubt  whether  thia 
punishment  would  be  a  blessing,  he  may  escape  it  by  murdering 
the  sheriff,  and  putting  an  end  to  his  own  life,  and  tnus  transfer 
hin^self  from  the  hands  of  the  executioner,  to  the  Paradise  of  God. 

Hatb  you  see  the  difference  between  my  friend's  doctrine  and 
mine  on  this  point :  and  to  make  that  difference  still  plainer,  as  also, 
to  prove  that  the  idea  of  salvation  from  punishment  does  not  re- 
move a  sense  of  moral  obligation  from  the  minds  of  men,  please 
attend  to  the  following  statements:  1.  Every  man  is  under  a  state 
of  punishment  in  thisUfe,  (though  connected  with  offers  of  mercy,) 
up  to  the  time  he  repents  and  believes  in  Christ,  and  this  embraces 
all  that  Mr.  Austin  contends  for  as  punishment  to  the  full  extent  of 
his  deserts.  2.  If  he  never  repents  he  will  never  be  saved,  and 
never  cease  to  be  punished.  3.  His  repentance  and  faith  in  Christ 
will  not  save  him  from  punishmentt  unless  it  produeesa  (Uor&ugh  re* 
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formation  of  life.  4.  And  this  reformatfon  of  life  sapposes  a  restitu- 
Clou  to  the  full  extent  of  his  ability.  5.  If  he  abides  not  in  Christ  he 
forfeits  (fu  benefit^  of  the  pardon  he  has  already  received.  Yet  he 
told  the  youn^  men  last  evening,  that  they  must  not  beliere  this 
doctrine ;  that  it  was  an  awful  thing  to  have  faith  in  Christ  to  rach 
an  extent  as  to  belieye  that  they  may  be  saved  by  him  from  sin  in 
this  life:  or  to  allow  their  minds  to  be  impressed  with  the  belief 
that  they  might  by  repentance,  faith  in  Chnst,  and  thorough  refor- 
mation, escape  the  moral  consequences  of  sin.  An  awful  thiii^  in- 
deed ! !  Let  fne  ask  the  young  men  of  this  assembly — ^would  it  be 
deleterious  to  your  happiness  to  believe  that  you  can  by  faith  in 
Christ  novf  have  full  pardon  for  all  your  fad  sins,  on  condition 
that  your  faith  produces  thorough  reformation  of  life.  Having  sin- 
ned against  God  and  your  own  best  interests,  and  feeling  a  convic- 
tion m  your  wretchedness  so  keenly  as  to  extort  the  cry — **  O 
wretched  man  that  I  am,  who  shall  deliver  me  from  the  body  of 
this  death  f  would  it  detract  from  your  happiness  to  believe  that 
"  Christ  is  able  to  save  you  to  the  uttermost" — to  deliver  you  from 
inward  and  outward  sin — to  give  you  an  abiding  sense  of  pardon 
from  God — to  enable  you  t6  walk  in  communion  with  him,  and 
have  grace  to  perform  good  works,  and  lead  a  holy  life  until  your 
earthly  pilgrimage  should  terminate?  This  is  what  Mr.  Austin 
calls  an  awful  thmg ! ! ! 

My  friend  charges  a  demoralizing  tendency  on  my  doctrine,  a 
pmnt  at  which  his  own  theory,  is  so  vulnerable,  that  I  regret  his 
introducing  it.    I  deprecate  the  necessity  ol  going  into  personali- 
ties, and  for  the  present  I  will  only  say,  show  me  one  clear  case  of 
reformation  by  the  belief  that  ^e  sinner  maj  experience  in  his  own 
person  the  full  penalty  of  his  sins  in  this  hfe,  and  does  so  experi- 
ence it  as  he  goes  along,  for  his  sabbath-breaking,  swearing,  drunk- 
omess,  or  any  vice  that  may  be  named,  and  I  will  show  you  ten 
ckar  cases  where  this  doctrine  has  had  the  contrary  tendency, 
do  not  doubt  that  there  are  some  Universalists  wjio  are  zood  cit 
^     iiiiiy'SiiiS'  mdral  men,  ^ut  tE'eyareso  m  spite  of  the  tendencies  < 
tielr^octrlne.  Tl'  Is  Because  ihey  are  restrained  "by  blEier  influer 
ces,  that  their  hearts  are  bc?tter  than  their  theology.     But  I  ca 
point  you  to  scores  of  examples  that  have  come  under  my  own  ol 
servation,  of  men  who  believing  that  they  were  now  sinners  and 
might  11019  be  forgiven,  have  forsaken  their  sins,  believed  in  Christ, 
obuined  pardon,  and  ever  after  led  pious  and  devout  lives,  in  the 
icar  of  God,  and  with  an  eye  single  to  his  glory.    According  to 
the  tendency'  of  Mr.  Austin's  remarks  last  evening,  we  should  sup- 
pose all  Universalists  to  be  perfect  ninks  of  purity.    I  do  not  wish 
lo  institute  a  comparison  between  tne  moral  conuition  of  Universa- 
lists and  others,  but  if  Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  pursue  the  subject  in 
that  direction,  I  can  give  him  chapter  and  verse  to  his  heart's  con- 
tent 
-    The  disposition  Mr.  Austin  makes  of  my  quotations  to  sustain 
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the  podtioa  that  gospel  salTatipn  embraces  deliverance  from  just 
and  deserved  punishment,  is  singular  enough.  All  wi)I  recolleet 
that  those  passages  were  most  positive — that  there  were  no  ifs,  or 
ands,  about  them — that  they  declared  in  so  manjr  words,  that  God 
did  in  certain  cases,  punish  less  than  the  iniquities  of  sinners  de- 
served. His  explanation  of  these  passages  was  preceded  by  such 
a  flourish  of  trumpets,  that  my  curiosity  was  not  a  little  excited ! 
I  began  to  think  perhaps  my  friend  has  discovered  some  new  ^nd 
unlooked  for  method  ofevading  the  force  of  those  plain  and  posi- 
tive declarations.  Well,  after  securing  the  attention  of  all,  and 
creating  great  anxiety  to  hear,  he  brings  out  the  denoument ;  and 
what  was  it  ?  Why,  those  persons  were  smarting  under  the  inflic- 
tions of  divine  punishment,  and  really  supposed  they  had  been 
punished  less  than  they  deserved !  0  wonderful  discovery  ! !  But 
for  the  fact  that  it  is  the  old  stereotyped  exposition  of  Universal- 
ism,  I  should  certainly  recommend  my  friend  toobtain  a  co^-ng/i/. 
What  miserable  quibbles  the  advocates  of  Universalism  are  obliged 
to  resort  to,  to  give  their  theory,  even  the  semblance  of  truth ! 
Who  but  a  Universalist  would  have  invented  such  an  interpreta- 
tion of  these  passases;  and  what  system  but  Universalism,  requires 
such  a  species  of  theological  iugglery  ?  How  absurd — "  smarting 
under  the  inflictions  of  divine  justice^  they  conclude  they  have  be^^n 
punished  less  than  they  deserve/*  The  gentleman  is  fond  of  lea- 
soninff  from  the  family  circle  to  the  government  of  God,  when  it 
suits  his  purpose.  Does  he  find  anything  in  the  paternal  govern- 
ment to  confirm  this  chimerical  notion  .'  Does  the  disobedient  and 
J  perverse  child,  smarting  under  the  inflictions  of  the  rod,  deduce 
rom  his  punishment,  the  conclusion  that  he  has  not  been  punished 
half  enough  ? 

I  will  next  notice  the  ^ntleman's  scripture  proofs  for  the  doc- 
trine that  God  never  forgives  punishment.  He  presented  a  list  of 
passages  which  go  to  say,  that  **  God  will  render  to  every  man  ac- 
cording to  his  deeds,"  and  that  **  there  is  no  respect  of  persons 
with  God.'*  All  this  I  cordially  admit  So  far  from  denying  this, 
I  laid  it  down  at  the  commencement  of  this  debate,  as  one  of  the 
five  principles  which  govern  the  administration  of  law,  and  divine 
punishment,  that  wjien  the  law  is  violated,  there  is  no  power  in  the 
sinner  to  escape  the  punishment,  nor  does  the  law  itself  provide  a 
remedy.  Mr.  Austin  has  not  taken  the  slightest  notice  of  these 
principles,  and  yet  undertakes  to  prove  from  scripture  what  I  not 
only  admit,  but  took  considerable  pains  to  state  in  a  clear  and  con- 
cise manner :  that  Grod  '*  will  render  to  every  man  according  to  his 
works."  Here  we  have  another  of  ray  friend's  controversial  tricks. 
In  the  same  connection,  I  stated  that  the  penalty  of  the  law  would 
be  inflicted  upon  the  sinner  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts,  ujiless 
the  law -giver,  or  ^vernmental  power  should  resort  to  some  expedi- 
ent that  would  satisfy  justice,  and  support  good  government,  whild 
the  sinner  becomes  the  subject  of  clemency.    I  further  stated  thai 
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this  exp^iient  is  foand  in  the  g^pel,  and  doctrine  of  Rtonement. 
The  sinner  can  only  escape  through  Christ,  who  is  the  propitiation 
for  sins,  **  to  declare  the  righteousness  of  God  in  the  remission  of 
$in$  that  are  past — ^that  he  mi^ht  be  just  and  the  jostifier  of  him  that 
heliereth  in  Jesus."  My  friend  attempts  to  sustain  his  argument 
against  me,  and  to  prove  that  God  never  forgives  in  the  sense  of 
remitting  punishment,  by  those  passages  of  scripture  which  declare 
that  every  man  shall  receive  '*  according  to  his  ways,"  and  that 
God  *'  will  by  no  means  clear  the  guilty."  The  fallacy  of  this  ar- 
gument lies  in  supponng  these  declarations  absolute,  and  uncondi- 
tional, whereas  they  are  all  associated  with  conditions,  expressed 
or  implied.  To  be  convinced  of  this,  it  will  only  be  necessary  to 
consider  two  or  three  of  them,  as  examples  of  the  rest.  Take  the 
passage  from  Proverbs — ^'^  though  hand  join  in  hand  the  wicked 
shall  not  be  unpunished :"  the  same  verse  adds — *'  but  the  seed  of 
the  righteous  shall  be  delivered :"  Delivered  from  what  ?  Why, 
from  Uie  punishment  inflicted  on  the  stubborn  and  wilful,  who  jom 
hands  in  their  course  of  iniquity.  £qually  casyifl  it  to  dispose  of 
the  passage  taken  from  Exodus  34th  chapter.  "The  Lord  God,  mer- 
dful  and  gradons,  long-suffering  and  abundant  in  goodness  and 
truth,  keeping  mercy  for  thousands,  forgiving  iniquity  transgres- 
sion and  sin,  and  that  will  by  no  means  cUar  the  guilty.^  The  plain 
meaning  of  this  passa^  is,  that  those  who  repent  and  tnrn  to  God 
by  reformation  and  submission  to  his  will,  shall  obtain  his  pardon- 
ing mercy,  while  those  who  persevere  in  their  guilty  course,  will 
be  held  responsible  and  punisned  accordingly.  So  Moses  under- 
stood it  at  the  time,  for  he  immediately  bowed  before  God  and  said 
— *'  O  Lord,  pardon  our  iniquity,  and  our  sin,  and  take  us  for  thine 
inheritance."  Jeremiah  says  **  God  will  give  every  man  according 
to  bis  wa^s :"  but  the  same  prophet  also  declares,  God  will  pardon 
the  iniquity  of  his  people,  when  they  return  to  him.  Isaiah  en- 
courages the  '*  wicked  man  to  forsake  his  ways,  and  the  unright- 
eous man  his  thoughts,"  from  the  consideration,  that  if  he  does  so, 
"God  will  abundantly  pardon"  him.  The  guilty  are  those  who 
are  not  only  sinful,  but  persist  in  their  course,  rejecting  the  offer 
of  reoonciiiation :  and  the  above  passages  prove  that  for  such  the 
is  no  esome :  but  they  prove  witn  equal  clearness,  that  those  w 
repent  and  forsake  sin ,  shall  And  a  free  and  full  pardon .  Thus  ] 
see,  the  whole  stren^h  of  my  friend's  scriptural  argument  rests 
a  perversion  of  certain  texts  of  scripture,  concerning  whose  me 
ittg  he  assumes  everything  and  proves  nothing. 

One  point  more.    Mr.  Austin  attempts  to  involve  me  in  diffici. 
on  tt»  ground  that  I  teach  the  justification  of  the  ungodly;  and  . 
quotes  againM  me  a  passage  which  declares :  **  He  that  justifies  ti 
ungodly  is  an  ahomination  to  the  Lord."    The  doctrine  of  this  pae, 
Mge  is,  that  he  who  justifies,  or  encourages  the  unzodly  to  con- 
tinue uMpodly,  or  persevere  in  his  rebellion,  <*  is  an  abomination  to 
the  Lor£"    But  this  is  a  very  difilerent  thing  from  the  justification 
3* 
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of  the  repeidng  mnner  by  the  fakh  of  Chrkt,  and  he  knows  it : 
and  yet  it  afibrded  him  an  opportanity  to  exhilHt  that  pNecnliar  arti- 
fice for  which  he  is  bo  distingatshed,  and  as  nsoal,  he  improred  it. 
As  to  justifying  the  ungodly,  I  wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood 
by  this  audience,  that  1  teach  that  he  who  is  now  ungodly,  may  if 
he  will  repent,  and  by  faith  receive  Christ  as  his  present  Saywr,  be 
jusdfied,  or  acquitted  from  guilt  and  oondemn^on,  and  have  peace 
with  God  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.**  if  Mr.  Austin  is  dis* 
posed  to  dispute  this,  he  must  settle  the  question  with  Luke  and 
Paul  Acts  xiil  38.:  *«  And  by  him  all  that  beliere  are  justified 
from  ail  thmgs  from  which  ye  could  not  be  justified  by  the  Law  of 
Moses.**  To  suit  Unirenalism,  this  passage  ought  to  read— by  hira 
we  aie  funithtd  for  ail  things  for  which  we  could  not  be  punished 
by  the  Law  of  Moses.  Here  is  the  doctrine  of  justifieation  for  the 
ungodly.  The  same  doctrine  is  found  most  clearly  in  Bom.  iiL  t6 
p-26. :  *'  To  dedare  his  righteousness  for  the  rem»sion  of  nm  ^uU 
aiv  jMff,  through  the /jTMonmee  of  God ;  •  •  •  Thatheraight 
be  just  and  (he  justi&r  of  him  that  beliereth  in  Jesus.**  The  plain 
meaning  of  ti^  passage  is,  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  Christ  in  his 
advent  lo  our  woiid,  to  open  the  way  thioMfn  which  the  sinner 
mifffat  return  to  God — and  by  his  atonement  make  it  possible  f orGod 
to  lu^y,  paidon,  and  save  the  sinner,  in  haoDony  with  the  pritt« 
ciples  of  ioetice.  Besides,  I  should  be  glad  to  know  who  are  to  be 
jnstij5ed  if  the  ungodly  are  not  Not  the  godly,  certainly,  for  they 
need  no  justification.  The  ungodly  alone  are  proper  subjects  of  jus- 
tification. Christ  **  came  not  to  call  the  righteous,  but  sinners  lo 
repentance.'*  If  you  wish  proof  still  more  directly  in  point,  3ron 
may  find  it  in  Bom.  iv.  4-5. :  **  Now  to  him  that  wcwriceth  is  the  re- 
ward not  reckoned  of  f^raoe,  but  of  debt ;  but  to  him  that  worked 
not,  but  bdieveth  on  him  ibaXpuHJi^  thi  ungodhf^  his  faith  is  ac- 
counted for  righteousness." — [2¥bm  expired. 


[MR.  At78Tni*8  FIFTH  RXPLT.] 

BroUker  Moderator — ^The  audience,  and  the  public  geaeially, 
will  of  course  uoderstaod  that  it  is  impossible,  in  a  debate  of  tlus 
descriptioQ,  during  the  limited  time  allotted  to  the  speaker,  to  no- 
tice oM  the  assertions  that  may  be  made  by  an  opponent  As  for 
myself,  I  ^idl  endeavor  in  the  best  exercise  of  my  judgment  to  take 
up  such  arguments  and  decJaratioiis  of  my  friend  opfjosite  as  I  deem 
the  most  important  In  re^pard  to  those  i  do  not  notMe«  I  beg  lo  be 
undemtood  as  omitting  them*  simply  because  they  are  least  worthy 
of  attention ;  and  because,  moreover,  I  can  safely  trust  the  good 
sense  of  an  enligfalened  public  to  dete^  their  faiac^.  If  my  hro* 
ther  on  the  other  side,  can  do  better  than  thia— if  he  can  find  an 
opportunity  to  notice  all  I  shall  say  acaittat  his  system,  during  this 
disoHsaion— he  assuredly  shoU  have  the  advantage  of  it. 
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Elder  IMmes  has  referred  to  my  remarks  last  ereningto  the 
yoanff.  He  calls  them  baseless  arguments,  and  indeed  is  disposed 
to  mauce  merrr  oyer  tbem^nsisting  that  upon  the  whole,  they  wer% 
quite  lamghable.  It  was  a  matter  of  glee  to  him  that  young  men 
Mioald  be  taaght  of  the  certainty  of  the  chastisement  of  giiih-^ 
should  be  instructed  that  the  government  of  God  is  so  organized* 
Chat  the  man  who  sins,  cannot  by  any  possibility  escape  from  just 
and  deserved  ^nishment.  While  I  was  engaged  in  reading  Crod's 
solemn  admonitions  to  men,  of  the  certainty  of  punishment — that 
«« though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  shiul  not  be  unpunished,** 
he,  it  would  seem,  was  inclined  to  laugh  in  utter  incredulity/  Of 
course,  he  would  have  the  young  imitate  him  in  this  respect,  and 
IdvgA  too,  when  the  voice  of  God  is  sounding  in  their  ears — **  I 
will  by  no  meanst  clear  the  ouutt.*'  Well,  every  man  to  his  taste. 
To  me,  this  is  no  laughing  matter.  The  declarations  of  Heaven,  on 
any  subject,  especially  one  so  vitally  connected  with  human  good, 
as  the  doctrine  of  the  indusoluble  connection  between  sin  and  its 
punishment,  are  too  sacred,  too  important,  to  excite  merriment  in 
my  heart  If  there  is  any  doctrine  which  can  make  the  sinfid 
laugh  and  rejoice,  it  is  that  for  which  my  opponent  is  now  eon- 
tending ;  that  they  can  sin  through  life  without  punishment — repent 
at  death — and  ent^  at  once  upon  the  endless  joys  of  saints  and 
ai^ls  in  Heaven ! ! 

He  refers  to  my  assertion,  that  according  to  his  doctrine,  I  could 
with  impunity,  destroy  the  lives  of  this  entire  audience,  and  escape 
all  punishment  Well,  is  it  not  so  ?  Suppose  I  should  slay  this 
congregation — does  not  his  system  assure  me  that  by  repenting  ot 
the  crime,  I  can  avoid  its  pumdiment  ?  I  therefore  repeat  that  there 
is  a  way  opened  by  his  doctrine  for  me  to  commit  such  a  crime  with 
impunity,  and  yet  escape  every  particle  of  penalty ,  and  be  as  happy 
as  the  best  saint  that  has  ever  bved  on  earth. 

He  insists  that  his  doctrine  tells  the  young  that  if  thev  do  not 
repent,  there  is  a  severe  and  awful  punishment  in  store  for  them. 
Ah,  yes !    *•  IF  "  they  do  not  repent !    That  i/,  opens  a  wide  door. 
The  young  will  readily  comprehend  this,  and  take  full  advantage 
of  it !    Tliey  mean  to  repent,  when  they  can  sin  no  longer,  an  ' 
when  repentance  becomes  necessary  for  their  safety  t    liiey  a 
looking  to  this  «ery  provision  for  escape  when  they  see  peril  a 
proaching.    Will  such  a  doctrine  have  any  permanent  restrai 
upon  them  ?    It  cannot 

On  the  odier  hand,  I  come  to  them,  and  in  the  language  of  tL« 
"Bible,  impress  upon  them  the  certainty  of  penalty.  I  preach  to 
them  God's  holy  word  of  ^uth,that  as  surely  as  they  sin,  they  will 
receive  a  iust  punishment  for  it,  and  that  there  is  no  escape,  no 
salvation  from  that  ptraishment.  Who  can  fail  to  see  that  such  a 
do^rine  must  have  a  far  more  restraining  effect  on  the  youthful 
and  inexperienced,  than  that  which  assures  them  that  they  can  sin 
and  avoid  punishment 
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Hie  Elder  brings  up  the  old  caee  of  tlie  prieoner  ehootiog  tb« 
Bheri£f  and  going  to  heaven  immediately.  I  am  disappointed  that  a 
sentleman  of  the  candor  and  intelligence  of  my  opponent,  should  al- 
k>w  himself  to  fall  into  so  nmrked  a  misrepresentation  of  Univer8ali6m 
as  he  must  have  known  this  to  be.  The  denomination  of  Universa- 
lists  do  not  entertain  any  views  of  this  description.  They  do  not  be- 
lieve any  man  will  enter  Heaven  until  he  is  fully  prepared  for  that 
high  abode,  by  an  instructive,  purifying,  reconciling  process.  The 
very  object  of  the  advent  of  Christ,  and  the  establishment  of  his  Me- 
diatorial reign,  was  to  prepare  men  for  heaven — not  to  send  sinners 
there  with  all  their  iniquities  on  their  shoulders.  All  representa- 
tions of  the  kind  alluded  to,  are  utter  perversions  of  our  views,  and 
show  either  greai  ignorance^  or  a  wicked  disposition  to  falsify  the 
troth,  in  those  who  make  them ! ! 

He  says  I  told  young  men  it  was  an  awful  thing  to  believe  in  re- 

rmtance !  or  that  they  should  repent.  I  made  no  such  assertion, 
believe  as  stronjgljr  m  the  necessity  of  repentance  as  my  brother 
opposite.  But  I  insist  it  is  an  awful  thing  for  young  men  to  be 
taught  from  the  pulpit,  and  made  to  believe  that  by  repentanu  they 
can  isai^e  all  the  punishment  due  their  crimes.  Tms  is  both  an 
awful  and  demoralizing  thing.  Nothing  more  surely  leads  them 
to  wickedness  I 

The  gentleman  has  also  said  something  of  my  being  afraid  of 
dap  vaUr,  in  touchina^  his  argument.  I  am  glad  to  be  informed 
by  my  friend  himself  that  there  i$  deep  water  there,  for  assuredly 
I  should  not  have  been  able  to  detect  that  fact  in  any  other  manner. 
He  also  insists  I  am  afraid  of  distinct  propositions  smd  close  reason- 
ing. I  would  suggest  it  is  rather  an  early  stage  of  our  discussion 
to  indulge  in  a  fling  of  this  description.  It  will  become  abundantly 
apparent  during  our  progress,  how  well  grounded  the  charge  is. 
Let  me  call  the  attention  of  the  audience  to  what  he  denominates 
cloti  reatonin^,  and  the  deep  water  in  which  his  craft  sails.  He 
gives  it  to  us  in  the  form  of  one  of  Luther  Lee*s  syllogisms,  bor- 
rowed without  credit : 

Sinners  cannot  be  saved  from  sin  and  then  punished. 

Sinners  cannot  be  saved  and  punished  at  the  same  time. 

Sinners  cannot  be  saved  after  they  have  been  punished  all  they 
deserve. 

The  construction  of  a  syllogism  is  a  favorite  way  to  conceal 
iophiitry.  In  this  case,  the  sophistry  is  too  evident  to  deceive  even 
a  child.  It  consists  in  taking  for  granted  the  exact  thing  in  dispute, 
and  which  should  be  proved,  viz :  that  gospel  salvation  is  from 
punishment.  This  I  deny.  The  whole  tenor  of  the  gospel  shows 
that  salvatioh  is  from  sin,  and  not  from  punishment.  Hence,  the 
syllogism  is  stripped  of  all  force,  and  becomes  simply  ridiculous/ 
Sinners  can  be  saved  from  sin  after  they  have  been  punished  all 
they  deserve.    Indeed  they  cannot  be  saved  until  they  are  punished 
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ftH  tliey  deserve ;  for  pttBishment  is  one  of  the  meaos  by  wluch 
thef  are  brought  to  aalyation  from  lun. 

Does  the  hearer  see  any  deep  vnUer  here  ?  To  me  the  water  m>- 
pean  exceedingly  shallow !  I  beg  the  audience  to  keep  the  soph- 
istry attempted  to  be  imposed  apon  them  by  this  syllogism,  in  mmd 
hereafter,  as  we  shall  andoubtedly  be  treated  to  many  more  of  these 
hair-splitting  arguments.  They  are  the  metaphysician's  slimpsy 
crutches,  design^  to  help  along  a  limping  theory  ! 

£lder  Holmes  has  made  an  attempt  to  invalidate  the  strength  of 
the  passages  I  introduced  last  evening,  in  proof  of  the  absolute  ctff- 
tamtf  of  punishment  He  says  they  are  all  associated  with  con- 
ditions, expressed  or  understood.  This  I  distinctly  deny.  After 
an  individual  becomes  guilty  of  sin,  there  are  no  conditions  ex- 
pressed in  the  Bible,  upon  which  he  shall  or  shall  not  be  punished. 
God*s  declarations  are  ffoeitive  on  this  subject.  What  can  be 
farther  removed  from  all  conditions,  than  ^e  assertion :  **  Though 
hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  SHALL  NOT  be  unpunished  r*  fie 
strives  to  do  awav  with  the  force  of  this  declaration,  by  quoting 
the  remainder  of  the  verse :  **  But  the  seed  of  the  righteous  shall  be 
delivered.**  Did  God  in  this  sentence,  design  to  contradict  his  own 
assertion  just  made,  and  say  that  he  ^ts  contrived  a  way  by  which 
the  wickcMl  may  go  unpunished  ?  No.  In  the  latter  portion  of  the 
passage  it  is  simply  asserted,  that  **  the  seed  of  the  nghteous"~in 
other  words,  those  who  obey  God — shall  not  experience  the  wretch- 
edness whidi  comes  upon  the  sinful.  His  efforts  to  nullify  the  sol- 
emn declaration  that  *'  God  will  by  no  meane  clear  the  guilty*'  were 
equally  fruitless.  He  says  the  passage  means  that  those  who  re- 
pent,  shall  receive  mercy  and  be  saved  from  punishment.  The  lan- 
guage neither  asserts,  nor  intimates  any  thing  of  the  kind.  If  it  did, 
then  it  would  overthrow  the  very  truth  it  was  designed  to  establish, 
and  prove  that  there  were  means,  by  which  God  would  dear  the 
gmltyl  The  prayer  of  Moses  which  succeeds  the  passage  under 
consideration,  does  not  countenance,  in  the  slightest  degree,  the 
seatiment  in  support  of  which  the  Elder  introduced  it.  Moses  praj'c 
that  the  iniquities  and  eins  of  the  Israelites  may  be  pardoned — that 
is,  removedn  blotted  out--4Uid  not  that  the  just  pwai^ment  due  past 
tnoflgressions,  ought  be  remitted. 

I  desire  to  notice  briefly,  the  criticism  of  Mr.  Holmes  on  Gala. 
iiL  13--**  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  Law,  be- 
ing made  a  corse  for  us."  In  my  second  speech  I  contended  that 
"  the  Law,"  referred  to  in  this  passage,  was  the  Levitical  Law  of 
Moses,  and  not  the  great  moral  law  (S  God.  My  friend  insists  this 
caanot  be,  inasmuch  as  the  Epistle  was  addressed  to  the  Galatians, 
'^fkio  were  Gentiles  and  could  know  nothing  about  the  Ceremonial 
Law.  It  is  aomewhat  remarkable  that  m^  friend,  who  deals  so 
Bach  in  deef  iffoter,  should  attempt  to  raise  an  objection  of  this 
chvacter.  It  was  a  step  in  the  dark,  made  at  hazard,  and  without 
iovethooghL     Does  not  a  man  of  his  learning  know  that  there  were 
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Jewi  at  Gftkim,  and  that  iiiaaj  of  tlieiii  as  well  at  of  dM  Qe&tiles, 
had  become  Christians,  wb^i  St.  Paul  wrote  this  ^istle  ?  If  he 
dottbts  this,  let  me  giye  him  some  aathority  on  the  sabieet,  which 
he  will  not  dispute.  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says,  in  reference  to  the 
Epistle  to  the  Galatians :  "  From  the  complexion  of  this  Epistle,  it 
apnears  to  have  been  written  to  the  /not,  who  were  dispMersed  in 
Galatia.'*— [Pr«/ace  to  Oalatians,]  Our  Methodist  friends  can  take 
their  choice  between  Dr.  Clarke  and  Elder  Holmes. 

That  the  Apostle  thronghout  the  Epwtle  treats  hugely  of  the 
Ceremonial  Law  of  the  Jews,  most  be  evident  to  ereiy  intelUgent 
reader,  from  the  entire  current  of  his  language*  In  this  I  am  sup- 
ported by  all  commentators,  except  Elder  Holmes.  '*  These  Gala* 
tians,**  BAjn  Dr.  Claire,  [Preface  to  Otdatians,]  **  were  doubtless 
converted  by  8t.  Paul.  But  after  his  departure  from  them,  some 
teachers  had  got  in  among  them,  who  endeavored  to  persuade  them, 
and  eucceesfidly  too,  that  they  should  be  eircnmeised  and  keep  the 
Mosaic  Law.  And  the  Apostle  labors  to  bring  them  back  from  the 
errors  of  these  false  teachers."  A  knowledge  of  these  facts,  (of 
which  my  friend  seems  defeient,)  will  show  that  there  was  great 
necessity  that  St  Raul  should  write  to  the  Galatians  in  regard  to 
the  Ceremonial  Law ;  and  good  evidence  that  he  referred  e^Mcially 
to  that  Law,  when  he  declared  Christ  had  redemned  them  from  '*  tfaie 
curse  of  the  Law.**  This  is  farther  evident  from  the  fact,  that  four 
verses  (v.  17,)  from  that  under  consideration,  the  Apostle  infonns 
us,  the  Law,  to  which  he  refers,  was  that  delivered  to  the  Israel- 
ites 430  years  after  the  covenant  made  with  Abraham.  Whitf 
Law  was  that  ?  Necessarily  the  Ceremonial  Law  established  at  the 
commencement  of  the  Mosaic  dispensation. 

I  now  come  to  the  consideration  of  the^/(4  argument  in  the  af* 
firmative.  It  is  drawn  from  **  Forgiveness,  Pardon,  and  Repen- 
tance." Universalists  believe  as  strongly  as  any  other  Christian 
^denomination,  in  the  doctrine  of  forgiveness  and  remission  of  sins, 
and  look  upon  it  as  based  on  the  most  beautiful  attributes  of  the 
Divine  Government  What  is  the  nature  of  forgiveneee,  as  apnliai- 
ble  to  the  government  of  a  perfect  God  ?  In  other  words — What  m 
forgiven  ?  My  friend  declares  it  is  the  just  and  deserved  pim- 
ishment  due  the  sinner.  Here  we  differ.  I  maintain  that  it  is  the 
sin,  the  offence,  and  not  the  funiahment  due  the  sinner,  that  is  for- 
given or  remitted.  No  one  can  fail  to  see  a  wide  distinction  here. 
Forgiving  or  remttttng  puniehment,  is  to  screen  a  guilty  soul  from 
that  infliction  of  pain  or  chastisement,  which  justice,  equity  and 
right  demand,  and  whidi  the  good,  the  refwmaiHon  of  the  sinner, 
require.  I  have  already  shown  that  to  allow  the  guilty  thus  to  es- 
cape what  justice  and  ri|;ht  require,  would  be  <roing  that  which 
is  palpably  wrong  and  unjust,  and  moreover,  injurious  to  llie  guilty 
themselves.  Hence,  this  theory  which  charges  such  injustice* 
wrong  and  injury  on  the  aov^maeiit  of  a  holv  and  just  God,  must 
be/olit.    The  doctrine  of  foigiveness  oipmnwkmmit,  is  siagularly 
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qmcriptttiaL  I  wufa  tiie  andwDee  to  iiiide»tftnd»  dntf  ike  Bible 
Btrer  in  a  uiiffle  inftaiiee,  connects  the  worde/orrtofiiMvaiid  j9im- 
tifaiMiil,  tQ|fefher.  It  is  a  remarkable  ifotct  indeed,  if  the  Bcriptve. 
wr^OTB  desirncd  to  tearh  the  doetiiae  that  God  would  save  men 
frm  jost  and  deserred  paniehment,  that  thej  did  not  say  so  in  die- 
akef* 


tiact  l^^uge,  and  make  the  declaration  ao  plain  that  there  conhl 
be  BO  nuaafiprefaenaion  in  recard  to  the  matter.  If  God  meant  to 
teach  that  men  conld  be  eared  from  jast  pnniehment,  it  is  remarka- 
Ue  that  he  afaoald  ao  often,  and  in  each  emphatic  terms  declare  the 
abeohrte  etriainty  of  panishment !  How  are  those  things  to  be  re- 
cooeiled  ?  For  instance,  the  Bible  declares :  "  The  sonl  that  sinneth 
it  $haU  die.**  •'  Woe  onto  the  wicked,  it  shail  be  ill  with  him.** 
**  Though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  shall  kot  be  nnpanished." 
''God  will  by  no  mmn§  clear  the  gotltv.**  Are  we  to  snppose  the 
BiUeeontni^etaitaelf?  WoaM  mj  Brother  make  the  Bible  teach 
two  oppomta  doctrines  ? 

'*  What  then,  are  we  to  nnderatand  by  the  '*  f<n^yaie8s,'*  '<  par- 
don,** and  **  remiaeion'*  of  sin,  in  the  Bible  sense  of  tiiese  terms, 
and  as  applicable  to  the  perfect  ^remment  of  a  holy  and  jast  God  ? 
Tofarg:iTe,  pardon,  or  to  remit  sins,  i§tow^outtke  rememhranceqf 
fm,  and  not  to  lay  np  the  fact  of  the  sinner's  gailt,  to  be  held  as  a 
eoBtinaal  charge  agamst  him.  It  is  to  reitore  one  who  has  sinned 
— brokoi  the  divine  law— to  the  favor  and  approbtOwn  of  €rod, 
which  he  bad  lost  by  his  transgreasiona.  It  is  to  have  the  trans- 
mswr  brought  back  to  tht  $ame  landing  in  Uie  estimation  of  the 
Jadge  of  aU,  that  he  was  m  befoie  he  sinned.  When  a  creature 
possessing  a  moral  natnre  and  a  conscience,  does  a  wrong,  an  evil, 
against  any  being,  he  feels  there  rests  in  the  bosom  of  the  one 
sinned  agaiaat,  a  dimpprobatum^  a  condemnatiott,  of  his  deeds. 
The  eonsdoosness  of  this  fact,  makes  him  nnhappy ,  and  that  nahap- 
pmeSi  is  in  exact  aceordance  with  the  goodness  of  the  being  thns 
sinned  against,  and  the  favors  and  blessings  received  from  hin^ 
Mow  lor  an  offender  to  be  forgiven,  is  to  be  asamed  by  the  being 
against  whoB  he  has  sinned,  that  he  has  wifed  out  the  offence,  re- 
stortd  him  to  his  approbation,  and  esteems  hmi  as  highly  as  he  did 
More  the  aia  was  committed.  This— -and  no  more,  and  no  less — 
is  the  scriptnie  doctrine  of  forgiveness. 

On  what  terms  does  God  forgive  sinners  ?    I  answer— on  sincen 
heartfelt  repentance.    Not  sorrow  becanse  sin  subjects  to  panisb 
Meat  merely.    This  ia  a  spnriona  kiiki  of  repentance,  which  I  sin 
cerely  believe  is  the  character  of  a  great  portion  of  the  so  calle- 
npentaaee  in  the  Christian  world.    It  is  the  kind  of  repentaace 
expeneoced  by  those  who  declare  that  if  it  was  not  for  the  fear  of 
Mmal  Panishment,  they  would  lie,  steal,  murder,  and  indulge  in 
every  species  of  immorality.    This  spurious  repentance  is  denomi- 
nated by  the  schools  oUriHon,  in  contradistinctton  to  contrUion,  or 
geaaiae  repentaace.    In  the  Bible  sense,  and  the  only  true  sense, 
c^eataaca  ta  a  haart-lelt,  harrowing  regret— a  deep  feeling  <^  shame » 
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and  remorae^-not  that  we  have  dope  that  which  subjects  ns  to  pus- 
ishment — (for  the  man  who  experiences  genuine  repentance,  will 
not  seek  to  ayoid  punishment,  but  is  ^lad  that  it  is  laid  upon  him) 
—but  that  we  have  Tioiated  laws  so  wise,  holy,  pure,  good  and  be- 
nerolent ;  so  designed  for  our  own  best  good,  as  those  of  God — a 
bitter  sorrow  that  we  have  sinned  against,  and  gained  the  disappro- 
bation of  a  being  so  kind,  just  and  benevolent,  as  our  Father  Jn 
Heaven  I  Such  a  sense  of  shame  and  regret  as  leads  us  to  HATE 
fin  and  evil  forever  after ! !  This  alone  is  genuine  repentance. 
When  the  soul  experiences  this  true  repentance,  God  will  blot  out 
the  remembrttnce  of  the  sins  committed.  This  is  proved  by  the 
language  of  Peter :  **  Repent  ye  therefore,  and  be  converted,  that 
your  sins  may  be  blotted  out  when  the  times  6f  refreshing  shall 
come  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord.'* — (Acts  iii.  19.)  Mark,  the 
language  is  not — Repent  and  be  converteid,  that  you  mav  be  saved 
from  the  punishment  due  your  sins,  but  that  your  sine  themselTes, 
may  be  wotted  out  ? 

What  induces  true  repentance  ?  It  is  pain,  anguish,  sorrow-^or 
in  other  words,  pujushment^  mingled  witn  a  sense  of  the  goodness 
of  the  being  whose  wise  and  benevolent  laws  we  have  broken. 
No  man  can  seriously  repent  of  sin  without  being  strongly  con- 
vinced of  the  enormity  of  the  crimes  he  has  committed,  by  a  senee 
of  the  goodness,  beauty,  sublimity  and  value  of  the  principles  he 
has  violated,  and  of  the  kindness,  equity  and  benevolence  of  the 
God  against  whom  he  has  sinned.  This  sense  of  the  nature  of  his 
deeds,  fills  his  heart  with  bitter  regret,  wrings  his  soul  with  cutting 
anguish,  and  destroys  for  the  time  being,  all  his  peace  and  happi- 
ness i  And  what  is  this  state  of  the  heart,  but  puni^ment,  and  that 
too,  of  the  most  severe  character  ?  What  pain  can  compare  with 
the  upbraidings  and  gnawings  of  a  guilty  conscience,  filled  with  a 
sense  of  the  enormity  of  crime  ?  Thus,  it  will  be  seen,  repentance 
^  induced  by  punishment. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  punishment ^OM^ioarJ,  or  bodily,  and  tn- 

Wird,  or  mental    Outward  punishment  consists  in  inflicting  pains, 

suffisrings,  and  chastisements  of  a  physical  character— subjecting 

men  to  deprivations,  losses  and  afflictions  of  a  worldly  nature. 

This,  when  faithfully  and  wisely  administered,  leads  to  a  deep  and 

'ature  reflection  on  the  nature  and  heinousness  of  the  crimes  oom- 

itted,  resulting  in  a  conviction  of  ^ilt,  which  leads  to  a  sincere 

fientance.    Such  a  repentance  entitles  them  to  the  forgioenesst  or 

Hting  out  the  remembrance  of  their  sins,  and  a  restoration  to  the 

vor  of  God.    Thus  Jonah  speaks  of  the  influence  of  outward  pun- 

iment  inflicted  on  him :  **  When  my  soul  fainted  within  me« 

rhile  enduring  punishment  ia  the  belly  of  the  whale,]  I  remem' 

red  the  Lord,  [was  hrought  to  reflection,]  and  my  prayer  [of  re- 

entance]  came  in  unto  thee,  into  the  holy  temple."--< Jonah  ii.  7.) 

Inward  or  mental  punishment,  is  that  sorrow,  regret,  and  an^ish, 

which  is  very  often  experienced  by  the  guilty,  without  the  inflio- 
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tioQ  of  outward,  or  bodily  panichment.  In  stieh  cases,  bodily  pan- 
iibment  is  withheld^  being,  unnecessary.  But  still  the  guilty  are 
fWMikid  by  that  internal  angubh  which  wrings  their  hearts.  The 
wise  parent  does  not  inflict  bodily  chastisement  on^  a  disobedient 
cbiki,  when  he  sees  it  truly  penitent  and  sorrowful.  But  the  child 
f;oe8  not  unpunished.  There  is  a  severe  punishment  e.tperienced 
m  the  an^ish  which  preys  upon  him,  under  a  sense  of  his  blind- 
Deas  and  ingratitude  in  violating  the  requirements  of  a  kind,  watch- 
ful, and  provident  Father.  When  the  child,  however,  is  stubborn 
and  hardened,  and  manifests  no  compunctions,  then  the  bodily  pun- 
ishment is  inflicted  until  sorrow  for  tne  crime,  and  repentance  of  its 
wickedness,  are  induced.  Punishment  then  ceases,  having  brought 
that  regret  of  sin,  which  is  its  great  end  and  aim. 

Thus  God  sometimes  withholds  outward  punishments,  which 
ha?e  been  conditionally  threatened,  when  he  sees  that  inward  pun- 
ishment has  done  its  work  alone,  and  induced  true  repentance.  The 
withholding  of  outward  punishment,  does  not  save  from  the  inflic- 
tion of  inward.  Neither  is  the  outward  withheld  as  a  reward  for 
rspentance.  But  repentaiice  is  the  fruit  of  the  inward  infliction. 
Thus  the  Ninevites  were  threatened  with  outward  punishment — 
the  destroctioa  of  their  city — ^which  was  not  inflicted.  Why?  Be 
euae  they  were  brought  to  repentance,  by  that-  inward  punish- 
mnt  — that  sorrow  and  g^ef  for  sin,  which  pressed  upon  them  in 
consequence  of  a  deep  sense  of  their  guilt. 

It  is  from  considerations  of  this  description,  that  I  insist  repen- 
ttoce  does  not  take  the  place  of  punishment,  or  save  from  punish- 
ment, but  is  the  legitimnte  efiect,  the  direct  result  of  punishment. 
Neither  does  forgiveness  or  pardon,  save  from  punishment,  but  is 
tbe  fruit  or  reward  of  repentance.  Men  are  not  forgiven  because 
they  have  been  punieheiU  but  because  thev  have  repented.  And 
repentance  is  that  frame  of  mind  into  which  the  sinful  are  brought 
through  the  infliction  of  punishment.  Thus  punishment  leads  to  . 
iepeatance,and  repentance  entitles  to  forgiveness. 

la  view  of  these  facts,  how  evident  it  becomes  that  the  doctrine 
of  salration  from  pitnishment,  must  necessarily  be  erroneous.  To 
save  a  sinner  from  punishment,  would  be  to  keep  him  from  repent- 
Mcf  ;  and  without  repentance,  there  can  be  no  forgiveness..  From 
the  structure  of  the  human  mind,  no  man  can  truly  repent,  without 
fassiag  through  a  mental  chastisement,  which  is  the  severest  pun- 
lament  that  can  be  inflicted  on  intelligent  beings. 

The  position  I  have  taken  on  this  subject  is  fully  sustained  by 
the  seriptnres.  *'  Tbe^  shall  teach  no  more  every  man  his  neigh- 
hor,  and  every  maa  his  brother,  saying,  know  the  Lord,  for  they 
abdl  all  know  me,  from  the  least  of  them  to  the  greatest  of  them, 
aaith  the  Lord,  for  I  will  forgive  their  iniquity,  and  I  will  remem- 
*»r  their  sin  no  more."-y<Jer.  xxxi.  34.)  This  is  true  forgiveness 
—the  remembeiiiig  their  sins  no  more.  Weigh  the  evidence  of 
thofce  passages  wK^re  both  the  forgiveness  and  punishment  of  the 
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sinner  are  declared.  **  Comfort  ye  my  people,  sailh  your  God  ; 
speak  ye  comfortably  to  Jerusalem,  and  cry  unto  her,  that  her  war- 
fare is  accomplished — that  her  iniquity  is  pardoned;  for  she  hath 
received  of  the  Lord's  hand  double  for  all  her  sins." — (fsa.  xl.  2.) 
Here  is  both  punishment  and  pardon  administered  in  regard  to  the 
same  offences — ^the  latter  following  the  former.  The  Prodigal  Son 
[Luke  XV.  11.]  w^a  forgiven  by  his  father;  but  not  until  he  had 
suffered  serere  puntshment,  which  brought  him  to  repentance. 
I  will  resume  this  subject  in  my  next  speech. — {Time  expired. 


[HR.  R0LM£8'   sixth  SPEECH.] 

Gentlemen  Moderatore  :—Mt.  Aiistia  repeats  the  fallacy  in  re- 

fird  to  escape  from  punishment,  in  coanection  with  the  reaiark 
made  on  that  point.  He  says  he  could  slay  this  whole  congrega- 
tion and  then  e»cape  from  punishroent  by  repenting  and  believing 
in  Christ ;  that  he  would  have  that  in  view  in  committing  ti^  ecime 
and  could  avail  himself  of  the  m^ans  thus  provided  for  salvation 
from  punishment.     Who  except  Mr.  Austin  could  preserve  his 

fravity  while  attempting  to  fix  a  consequence  like  that  described 
y  him  upon  the  doctnne  of  salvation  from  punishment.  I  am 
suprised  he  should  exhibit  so  little  knowledge  of  the  principles 
and  elements  of  gospel  salvation.  The  deliberate  caleul«Uon  waich 
he  supposes  he  might  make  before  hand  in  regasd  to  repentance 
and  escape  from  punishment,  would  itself  operate  a  forfeiture  of  the 
^race  of  repentance  and  salvation.  No  man  who  forms  a  plan  in 
Els  own  mind  to  go  and  commit  a  crime,  to  which  his  depravity 
would  lead  him,  on  sup^sition  that  he  will  be  able  afterwards 
to  repent,  and  obtain  divine  pardon,  will  be  able  to  carry  out  his 
plan :  he  may  commit  the  crime,  but  the  very  fact  that  he  had  cal- 
culated upon  this  way  of  escape  beforehand,  would  deprive  him  of 
the  power  of  repentance  when  he  most  widied  to  call  it  to  his  aid. 
The  power  of  repentance,  and  rrant  of  pardon  under  such  circum- 
stances would,  and  must  be  wiwheld. 

Can  my  friend  give  me  any  practical  illustratioDs  of  the  feasibil- 
ity of  his  plan,  provided  it  were  a  reality?  I  can,  give  him  one 
attempted,  but  not  finished. 

I  remember  reading  of  a  man,  who  having  become  weary  of  the 
world,  and  wishing  to  leave  it,  did  enter  into  a  calculation  similar 
to  that  described  by  Mr.  Austin.  His  plan  was  to  commit  murder, 
be  apprehended,  tried,  condemmed,  and  executed.  In  the  mean 
time  ne  intended  to  repent  of  the  crime,  seek  and  secuie  pardon, 
and  leave  the  world  in  a  state  of  preparation  for  heaven.  And  that 
he  might  not  send  a  fellow  being  into  eternity  unpr^Ntfed,  he 
took  the  life  of  an  infant.  Thus  far  his  plan  had  been  fonned  with 
4eliberation,  and  executed  with  care.    Uut  the  JBost  difficult  part 
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JWBWMd  yet  to  be  coDsonimated.  He  must  repent  or  all  is  lost, 
pot  how  shall  he  acquire  power  to  repent  ?  AJas — he  called  for 
it,  bat  it  came  not  at  his  biddinj;,  and  in  the  deepest  despair,  and 
iitBost  horror  of  nund  he  died  m  prison,  before  tne  day  of  execu- 
tioa  amred.  Here  we  hare  a  case  in  point  showing  the  impracti- 
cability of  that  scheme  of  escape  from  punishment  of  which  my 
fnead  speaks,  and  demonstrating  the  falsity  of  his  view  of  the  doc- 
trint  of  salvation  from  panishment. 

Id  the  case  of  the  man  shooting  the  sheriflf,  Mr.  Austin  attempts 
to  eonviet  me  of  a  penrersion  of  the  doctrine  of  UniversaJism.  I 
Slid  a  nan  might  oommit  a  crime  and  then  to  aroid  the  penalty  of  ' 
the  law  might  shoot  the  sherifTand  take  his  own  life  and  escape  to 
Heaven,  whether  he  would  go  to  Heaven  and  sing  with  the  saints 
and  angels,  would  depend  upon  whether  (here  is  any  future  pun- 
iftoeat  for  tlKMC  who  die  without  repentance.  Mr.  Austin  refuses 
to  teU  us  whetiier  he  believes  in  punishment  in  the  fnture  state, 
and  as  it  is  kaowo  to  be  the  geneiul  doctrine  of  Universalists  that 
there  is  no  fature  pamshment,  the  only  conclusion  we  can  come  to 
it  that  the  siAner  goes  into  ao  immediate  state  of  happiness,  hav- 
ing freed  hkaself  from  the  penalty  of  the  law  by  killing  himself. 
If  ^  mnderar,  and  all  other  classes  of  sinners  do  not  go  to  heaven 
when  they  kill  themselves,  or  otherwise  leave  the  world,  Mr. 
Aastin  will  conf<er  a  &vor  by  infonning  us  where  they  do  go. 
Let  hiffl  provide  eome  other  place  for  them  before  he  cliarges  me 
with  prevertiBg  the  doctrine  of  Universalism,  in  saying  the  mur- 
derer, on  hii  principles,  ends  his  own  life  and  transiers  himself  to 
die  Paradise  of  God. 

I  hate  presented  the  following;  argument  in  proof  of  salvation 
from  ponJanment    On  the  principles  of  Universalism,  sinners  must 
he  saved,    1.  Before  they  are  punished.    2.  At  the  time  they  are 
punished.    3.  Or,  after  they  are  punished  all  they  deserve.    But 
as  all  tfieae  suppositions  involve  absurbity — hence  if  saved  at  all, 
Ifaey  nust  be  saved  from  punishment.    Mr.  Austin  says  I  obtained  j 
this  argunsentfrbm  Uither  Lee.    Well  suppose  I  did  ?    What  does  J 
he  ezMct  to  make  out  of  it  ?    I  have  read  many  authors  on  U*^'- ' 
vemfim,  though  I  have  copied  none.    But  has  the  gentlei 
derived  no  mseislaace  from  others  ?  he  has  certainly  read  Mr.  ] 
WilhamaoB,  or  they  have  both  practiced  plagiarism,  and  dr 
^er  BHUeriala  from  the  same  book. 

The  oaly  way  in  which  my  friend  has  attempted  to  answei 
uigiiment  given  above  is  by  osMittngthat  the  last  proposition  c 
taias  a  falkcy.  But  has  he  told  us  wherein  that  fallacy  consists  ? 
has  he  pointed  it  ovt  to  us?  Not  at  all — norcan  hedo  so.  He  as- 
euMs  tte  Tery  point  in  dispute  and  on  that  assumption  ealU  the 
fant  proposition  m  my  argument  a  sophistry.  What  is  this  point  ? 
That  God  does  not  save  men  from  their  sins  without  saving  them 
fioai  punishment  that  the  one  cannot  be  effected  in  any  consis- 
teat  way  without  the  other  following  as  a  consequence,  and  that 
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rae&  cannot  be  saved  after  enduring  all  the  punishment  they  deserve. 
I  have  called  Mr.  Austin's  attention  to  this  point  over  and  over 
again,  and  yet  he  has  not  shown  this  audience  how  there  can  be 
such  a  thing  as  salvation  from  sin  without  that  salvation  including 
with  it  necessarily  a  deliverance  from  punishment.  Let  him  show 
how  this  may  be  done  if  he  can. 

The  case  of  Galatians  has  been  referred  to  again  by  my  friend, 
but  nothing  that  he  has  said  in  reply  to  my  argument  has  at  all 
removed  the  position  which  I  took.  I  have  never  denied,  but  there 
might  have  been  Jews  at  Galatia — ^possibly  there  were,  but  the 
apostle  was  writing  to  the  Grentiles  and  refers  to  "  the  blessing 
of  Abraham"  as  being  brought  •*  upon  the  Grentiles."  Showing 
that  he  was  there  writing  to  the  Gentiles.  And  this  blessing  was 
justification  by  faith,  the  very  opposite  of  the  curse  of  the  law. 
Hence  to  have  this  blessing,  is  to  be  delivered  from  the  curse  of  the 
law  which  existed  in  the  days  of  Abraham,  and  certainly  before 
the  Levitical  Law.  Nor  was  the  law  given  430  years  after  the 
covenant  with  Abraham,  the  Levitical  Law  in  its  seperate  and  inde- 
pendant  character — ^it  was  the  moral  law  of  God,  published  from  the 
top  of  Sinai,  embodied  in  the  ten  commandments,  embraced  in  the 
Mosaic  code,  amplified  and  adapted  to  all  the  relations  of  life — bo 
far  as  made  known,  constituting  the  rule  of  moral  action  to  the 
whole  family  of  man  through  out  all  the  periods  of  their  existance* 
and  summed  up  by  our  Lord  in  the  following  words,  "thou  shall  love 
the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart — and  thy  neighbor  as  thy- 
self." 

As  my  friend  has  alluded  to  Dr.  Clarke  in  connection  with  his 
remarks  on  Gral.  iii.-13. — I  will  give  the  Doctor's  comment  on  that 
verse  •*  Christ  hath  redeemed  us^ — "hath  bought^  us  with  a  price," 
viz.  his  blood  or  life.  Being  made  a  curse  for  us.  Being  made  an 
atonement  for  our  sins :  for  whatever  was  offered  as  an  antonement 
for  sin,  was  considered  as  bearing  the  punishment  due  to  sin:  and 
*^'i  person  who  suffered  for  transgression  was  considered  as  bear- 
'  the  curse  in  his  body. 

^his  suggests  to  me  the  passage  where  it  is  said — *<  he  bore  oar 
I  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree."    My  friend  says  that  the  Bible 
er  speaks  of  forgiveness  and  punishment  both  together.    I  am 
sure  of  the  correctness  of  the  remark,  not  having  examined  the 
le  with  reference  to  that  point,  but  allowing  that  it  is  so,  there 
»  a  very  ^ood  reason  for  it.    The  fact  is  they  involve  each  other 
— and  dehverence  from  punishment  is  forgiveness.    My  friend  has 
furnished  us  with  an  exposition  of  his  views  of  forgiveness  and 
{rairdon.    He  has  not  alluded  to  any  standard,  or  established  defini- 
tion, that  I  recollect,  wherein  he  is  sustained  in  any  position  he  has 
taken  in  reference  to  the  meaning  of  these  terms.    Their  defini- 
tion, as  furnished  by  all  standard  dictionaries,  is  directly  contradic- 
tory to  the  idea  that  a  man  can  be  fonriven  or  pardoned,  or  have 
bis  sins  remitted  without  being  saved  ^om  the  punishment  which 
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his  tnmsp-eflBions  desenre.    '*  To  restore  men  to  the  favor  of  Crod 

^  whieh  they  hare  lost  by  their  traDsgression,**  Mr  Anstiii  says 

I  is  foi^Tenefls.     I  should  like  to  know  if  this  is  not  a  contradiction 

of  all  he  has  said  on  this  question.    Men  lose  the  favor  of  God 

i  by  their  transgression ;  and  is  not  that  loss  one  of  the  consequen- 

.  ces  of  sin,  and  a  part  of  its  punishment  ?    Is  it  no  punishment  for 

)  a  man  to  lose  the  favor  of  God  ?    And  yet  he  tells  us  that  foigire- 

ness,  is  to  be  restored  to  the  favor  of  God  which  has  been  lost  by 

I  tram^g;re88ion.    The  loss  of  divine  favor  is  one  of  the  consequences 

of  sin,  and  a  part  of  its  punishment :  that  which  restores  divine  favo r 

>  to  the  sinner  removes  the  puuishmeut  of  sin.    Mr.  Austin  savs 

fbfi^veness  restores  what  transgression  lost :  therefore  the  gentle- 

man  hlmBelf  being  judge,  forgiveness  delivers  from  deserved  pun- 

uhmerU.    Verily  I  did  not  expect  my  friend  would  thus  easily 

I  yield  the  point  for  which  he  has  contended  so  stoutly. 

On  tJbe  nature  of  repentance  much  of  what  Mr.  Austin  has  said 
I  is  well  enough,  it  would  harmonize  .very  well  with  m^  own  views. 

Let  me  say  however,  it  never  exioled  in  the  sinners  mind  as  a  fruit 
of  Unirersalism.    1  venture  to  assert,  that  no  individual  in  the  full 
^  belief  of  the  doctrine  that  men  do,  and  must  expiate  their  sins  by 

personal  sofiering,  was  ever  known  to  exercise  the  feelings  des- 
cribed by  Mr.  Austin.  Let  a  man  be  exercised  in  this  way,  and 
he  can  no  more  be  a  Universalist  than  an  Infidel.  He  possesses 
an  element  of  saving  faith,  and  if  he  yields  to  its  moral  influence, 
he  will  be  led  to  Christ,  and  through  the  channel  of  mercy,  ex- 
perience the  frmts  of  his  forgiving  power.  In  connecting  etxm- 
gdictd  repentance  with  Universalism,  my  friend  has  given  another 
f  specimen  of  his  peculiar  artifice.     But  we  might  as  well  expect  to 

'*  gather  grapes  of  thorns,  or  figs  of  thistles,"  as  that  such  repen- 
V  tance  should  flow  from  such  principlef  • 

Lest  I  should  not  have  time  to  refer  to  my  other  arguments,  I  will 
io  it  now.     My  deventh  argument  is  founded  on  the  fact,  that  if 
the  sinner  is,  and  must  be  punished  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts, 
h»  pnni^ment  is  so  indefinite  as  to  time,  place  and  means,  that  it 
is  unworthy  of  the  government  of  God,  and  exerts  no  moral  influ- 
ence on  his  subjects.    If  the  sinner  is  punished  for  his  sins,  he 
does  not  know  the  time  when,  the  place  where,  nor  the  means  by 
which  this  punishment  has  been  eflected.    In  many  cases  he  not 
oplj  remains  in  entire  ignorance  of  these  important  facts,  but  en- 
tirely incredulous  as  to  tne  whole  operation.    Such  is  the  case  with 
the  Atheist,  the  Infidel,  and  the  great  mass  of  the  ungodly,  who  die 
is  a  state  of  impenitency.    Ask  them  if  they  do  not  know  that 
they  have  been  tried,  judged  and  punished,  for  all  their  sins  against 
God ;  and  they  will  answer,  ••  no,  I  know  nothing  of  it.    When, 
bow,  and  where,  was  this  done  and  I  not  know  it  ?    I  do  not  so 
Boch  a»  believe  there  isa  Grod,  how  then  can  I  know  of  his  judg- 
neat  and  pnnisbBient  V*    Now  supposing  he  has  been  punished 
br  his  sins,  what  good  has  it  done  ?    Where  is  the  moral  influence 
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upoA  bk  nind  ?  Is  such  aa  adnimstration  woriky  oi  God  ?  B«t 
take  the  cose  of  a  liring,  active  dinner,  aod  many  each  there  are* 
who  neither  fear  God  nor  regard  man.  Suppose  he  hat  been 
a  profane  swearer  and  sabbath  breaker,  right  straig^  Blooft 
for  twenty  years,  without  interruption ;  we  would  suppose  that  u 
God  punished  the  sinner  according  to  hin  sins  in  this  world,  thia 
man  would  know  something  about  it  by  this  time,  but  what  is  tha 
fact  ?  Ask  hia,  **Sir  don't  yoa  know  that  God  holds  you  respon- 
sible ?*'  He  will  laugh  ^oa  in  Ihe  face  and  tell  you»  "I  am  nol 
afraid  of  Qod ;  besi&s  if  he  is  displeased  with  me,  why  doa*t  ha 
show  it ?**  Ask  him  again,  ''don't  you  know  that  you  ara  now  a 
subject  of  puni^ment,  that  you  have  been  tried,  judged  and  pun- 
ished  ?  He  will  teU  you,  *'  If  this  be  the  cat«  I  don't  know  it,  be- 
sides, if  what  I  hare  experienced  the  last  twenty  years  be  punish- 
meat,  I  would  like  a  little  more  of  it  Look  at  my  poor  neighbor 
here :  if  there  are  any  Christians  in  the  world,  I  suppose  he  would 
be  called  one.  His  crops  have  fatled,  he  has  been  afflicted  with 
ill  health,  his  children  are  crippled,  and  he  is  scarcely  able  to  pro- 
cure bread  for  his  family :  and  yet  he  is  a  christian.  I  make  no 
reteosions  of  that  kind,  I  do  not  believe  in  God  even,  and  yet 
have  prospered  in  everv  way ;  and  if  this  be  panishmenl,  the 
more  I  luive,  the  better  I  snail  like  it."  Now  what  nas  the  govern- 
meat  of  God  done  towards  producing  a  salutary  effect  on  the  mind 
of  such  a  man.  Where  in  the  thousands  of  such  cases  is  the  honor 
of  God's  ffovemment,  and  the  moral  influence  of  his  administra- 
tion ?  What  would  be  thought  of  that  human  government,  which 
would  allow  the  thief,  robber  and  murderer  to  commit  th^  de- 
predations upon  the  lives  and  rights  of  others,  and  then  punish 
them  in  such  a  way,  that  they  would  not  know  the  time,  place  or 
means  by  which  they  had  been  brought  to  justice,  and  even  would 
not  acknowledge  the  authority  or  existence  of  any  government  ? 
Would  such  a  government  be  worth  the  name  ?  And  yet  such. 
and  even  worse,  does  Universalism  in  this  case,  make  the  goveia- 
raent  of  God.  Such  the  divine  administrati<Mi  must  be,  if  Mr.  Aus- 
tin's doctrine  be  true ;  and  this  fact  itself  is  enough  to  stamp  it 
with  the  mark  of  falsehood. 

My  twelfth  argument  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  it  removes  tha 

hif^hest  example  in  the  universe  for  the  forgiveness  of  insults  and 

injuries.    We  are  commanded  in  the  Bible  to  be  "followers  ol 

God,  as  dear  children,"  **  to  forgive  one  another  as  he  foigivas  us.** 

— see  Luke  vi.  36.    Now,  oa  Uie  principle  of  Universausm,  God 

never  forgives  sinners  in  the  sense  of  remitting  putttshment,  hence 

wa  are  not  reooired  to  forgive  one  another,  in  the  sense  of  foigiv^' 

iug  any  punisnment,  we  may  suppose  due  for  the  injuries  done  U8« 

^d  exacts  the  last  mite,  and  never  foigives  until  the  debt  is  fnUy 

id.     We  therefore,  as  God  is  our  highest  example>  are  to  fodlow 

n  in  this,  and  if  our  neighbor  has  injured  us  and  done  us  palpa- 

I  wrong,  instead  of  exercising  that  forgiveness  which  woiud  fe-« 
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mil  the  pmusluDeott  we  are  to  piiTsoe  him  to  the  very  last  degree* 
until  we  hare  exacted  the  very  last  mite  of  paniBhment,  which 
their  ill  ooiibduet  towarda  us  deserves,  and  then  gracioasly  and  kindly 
give  them  a  fall  and  free  pardon.  Now  it  is  an  old  adage — **  show 
me  the  Gads^  and  I  will  show  you  the  people."  If  the  God  whom 
the  UniTersalist  worships,  exacts  the  last  mite  of  punishment,  ne- 
ver forgives,  then  it  is  certainly  not  to  be  expected  that  they  should 
he  more  perfect  than  the  God  they  worship.  It  should  not  excite 
surprise,  therefore,  if  Universalists  should  adopt "  lex  talionif*  at 
their  rule  of  action,  and  **  render  to  every  man  according  to  their 
deeds,"  that  is,  '*  an  eye  for  an  eve  and  a  tooth  for  a  tooth,"  accor- 
ding to  the  example  of  the  God  they  adore. 

I  know,  Universalists  do  not  generally  practice  upon  this  prin- 
ciple in  their  intercourse  with  others,  though  by  their  theology 
they  are  bound  to  do  so.  And  this  ^t  is  in  proof  that  the  theory 
of  my  friend  is  not  only  contradictory  to  the  Bible,  but  to  the  com- 
mon sense  of  Universalists  themselves. 

I  will  now  notice  a  passage  quoted  by  Mr.  Austin,  to  prove 
that  men  are  punished  all  they  deserve,  and  then  saved.  Isaiah 
xL  2 :  **  Speak  ^e  comfortably  to  Jerusalem,  and  cry  unto  her, 
that  her  warfare  is  accomplished,  her  iniquity  is  pardoned :  for  she 
hath  received  at  the  Lord's  hand  double  for  all  her  sins  " 

Mr.  [.  D.  Williamson  says  the  term  double,  is  uniformly  employ- 
ed in  scripture  to  indicate  an  exact  amount.  This  is  certainly  a 
new  discovery.  But  for  this  high  authority,  I  never  should  have 
sapposed  the  term  double  meant  an  exact  amount  of  anything.  But 
this  is  an  age  of  improvement !  What  does  this  passage  mean  ? 
I  answer: 

1.  It  is  an  obscure  passac^,  and  it  is  on  this  account  that  it  is 
selected  as  a  proof  text  of  Univerealism. 

2.  Whatever  may  be  its  real  meaning  it  certainly  does  not  aid 
mv  fmnd's  argument  For  if  we  suppose  **  double'*  to  refer  to  pun- 
ishment,  to  tl^  quantity,  it  proves  too  much  for  Universalism,  for 
I  suppose  Mr.  Austin  himself  will  not  contend  that  God  punishes 
the  sinner  tmce  the  amount  he  deserves.  It  is  a  rule  in  logic — thai 
which  proves  too  much  proves  nothing. 

3.  This  passage  does  not  teach  that  Jerusalem  had  been  punish- 
ed all  she  deserved,  because  it  speaks  of  her  «*  iniquity  being  pat' 
doRcd,"  which  could  not  be  the  case  if  she  had  been  punished  all 
her  sins  deserve.  My  own  opinion  is,  that  the  term  double  refers 
to  ber  two  captivities,  into  which  she  was  led  on  account  of  sin. 
While  in  captivity  her  people  humbled  themselves — repented  of 
tbeir  violations  of  the  divine  law— God  forf^ve  them  in  the  sense 
of  remitting  their  punishment — hence  commissioned  the  prophet  ta 
"eanfort"  them  with  the  promise  of  salvation. 

Mr.  Austin  says  if  the  sinner  is  saved  from  punishment  he  can- 
not repent.  Here  again  he  is  at  fault  Repentance  always  pre* 
cedes  ahration  from  sin  and  punishment.      The  gentleman  ha0 
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been  led  into  this  error  by  the  subverting  influence  of  his  system. 
The  Bible  says  repent  "that  your  sins  maybe  blotted  out."  Uni- 
▼ersalism  says  when  your  sins  are  expiated  by  punishment,  then, 
and  not  till  then,  will  you  repent.  All  know  what  is  meant  by 
blotting  out.  It  is  to  cancel  a  debt,  or  release  from  an  obligation. 
A  merchant  blots  out  an  account,  that  has  been  forgiven,  and  thus 
exonerates  the  debtor  from  all  obligation  for  the  debt :  so  the  sin- 
ner who  repents,  is  released  from  the  obligation  to  endure  the  pe- 
nalty of  sin.  Forgiveness  of  punishment,  so  far  from  standing 
in  the  way  of  repentance,  is  one  of  its  results,  and  must  always 
be  preceded  by  repentance,  otherwise,  there  is  no  deliverance 
from  sin'in  any  sense. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  present  my  thirteenth  argument;  that 
it  makes  perfect  nonsense  of  the  scriptr^res.  We  have  seen  the  mean- 
ing of  pardon  and  forgiveness,  and  the  remission  of  sins.  Ephe- 
sians  iv.  32 :  "  Be  ye  kind  one  to  another,  tender-hearted,  forgiv- 
ing one  another,  even  as  Grod  for  Christ's  sake,  has  forgiven  you." 
How  shall  we  interpret  this  passage  on  the  principle  that  men 
are  not  and  cannot  be  forgiven  any  part  of  their  punishment  ? 
How  can  we  be  tender-hearted  to  those  who  have  sinned  against 
us  if  we  exact  from  them  the  very  last  mite  of  punishment  ?  The 
doctrine  set  up  by  my  friend  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  this  pas- 
sage of  scripture,  and  would  require  it  to  be  turned  into  perfect 
nonsense  to  read  at  all  in  consistency  with  his  doctrine.  Matt, 
vi.  14, 15 :  "  But  if  ye  forgive  not  men  their  trespasses,  neither  will 
your  heavenly  Father  forgive  your  trespasses."  How  would  this 
passage  be  interpreted  on  the  principles  of  Universalism  ?  To 
harmonize  with  Universalism,  it  should  read,  "  If  you  punish  not 
men  for  their  trespasses  against  you,  that  they  may  repent  and 
be  forgiven :  neither  will  your  heavenly  Father  punish  you  for 
your  trespasses,  that  you  may  repent  and  be  forgiven !"  Sup- 
pose a  man  meets  me  in  Ihe  street  and  abuses  me :  what  is  requi- 
red of  me  that  I  may  forpive  his  trespasses  ?  I  ought  to  say, 
"Sir,  though  I  mi^htgo  with  you  to  the  seat  of  justice,  and  make 
you  smart  for  this  insult,  yet  my  Christian  principles  teach  me  to 
forgive  those  who  despitefully  use  me  and  persecute  me."  That 
would  be  forgiving  his  trespasses,  but  on  tne  principles  of  Uni- 
versalism, I  ought  in  the  first  place  to  seek  satisfaction — first  by 
giving  him  a  severe  drubbing,  and  then  by  prosecuting  him 
through  the  law — and  then  I  might  say,  sir,  I  am  now  ready  to 
eive  you  a  free  and  full  pardon,  and  extend  you  the  right  hand  of 
fellowship!!  "But  if  ye  forgive  not  men  their  trespasses,  nei- 
ther will  yoiir  heavenly  Father  forgive  your  tresnasses."  If  this 
would  be  the  effect  of  not  forgiving,  what  would  be  the  effect  of 
a  contrary  course  ?  The  appfication  can  be  made  by  the  congre- 
gation themselves.  Luke  vi.  36  :  "Be  ye  therefore  merciful,  as 
your  father  also  is  merciful."  How  is  our  father  Mercifull— 
[  Tims  expired. 
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Gentlemen  Moderators.^ — ^Perhaps  I  cannot  pursue  a  better  course 
than  by  commencing  this  speecn  with  a  notice  of  the  la^tt  re- 
marks of  my  Brother  Holmes.  He  says  that  my  views  of  forgive- 
ness make  perfect  noasense  of  the  scnptures.  All  careful  readers 
of  the  Bible,  are  as  capable  of  judging  on  this  point*!  as  Elder 
Holmes.  To  their  decision  I  willingly  submit  the  correctness  of 
sach  an  assertion.  He  insists  moreover,  that  according  to  the 
Universalist  doctrine,  we  must  first  yunislir  one  another,  and  then 
forgive  one  another.  No  sir !  Universalism  teaches  that  indi- 
viduals have  no  legal  or  moral  right  to  take  the  punishment  of 
oSenders  into  their  own  hands.  We  believe  that  whoever  inflicts 
insult  or  injury  upon  another,  will  receive  a  just  punishment  from 
the  hand  oi  God,  through  the  operation  of  human  laws,  and  the 
workings  of  his  own  conscience.  As  individuals,  it  is  our  duty, 
not  to  retaliate,  not  to  punish,  but  to  foroivi:  the  offence ;  leaving 
legal  and  moral  consequences  to  higher  tribunals.  Hence  all  the 
display  of  wisdom  and  wit  on  this  subject,  from  the  other  side, 
amounts  to  nothing.  It  shows  more  cunning  to  cover  up  an  ar- 
gument, than  intelligence  to  fathom  it,  or  candor  and  abilUy  to 
meet  it.  Let  me  ask  my  friend  what  would  be  the  course  of  ac- 
tion in  the  supposed  case  according  to  his  doctrine,  which  teaches 
that  God  punishes  an  innocent  being — ^Jesus  Christ — in  place  of 
the  offender,  and  then  forgives  the  latter  and  allows  him  to  go 
•*  unwhipped  of  justice  1"  On  this  principle,  if  we  are  insulted  or 
iojureJ,  our  first  duty  is  to  seek  out  some  innocent  person — the 
more  pure  and  godlike,  the  better — flog  him  within  an  inch  of  his 
life,  and  then  turn  and  forgive  the  guilty  and  hardened  wretch. 
No  doubt  he  would  approve  of  this  doctrine,  as  the  depraved  in- 
variably do.  He  gladly  clutches  at  this  very  convenient  and  easy 
mode  01  escape,  and  is  prepared  by  such  facilities,  to  go  on  and 
repeat  his  crimes  on  others! 

The  Elder  has  given  you  the  reading  of  Eph.  iv.  32,  according  to 
Universalism,  as  ne  declares,  althougn  in  doing  it,  he  totally  per- 
verts that  system.  Allow  me  to  present  the  reading  of  that  pas- 
sage on  the  principles  of  modern  orthodoxy  :  "  Be  kind  one  to- 
'another,  tenderhearted,  forgiving  one  aiother,  [after  each  one  has 
punished  some  innocent  neighbor,  in  place  of  those  who  injured 
them^  ani  allowed  the  guilty  to  go  free  of  all  punishment,]  even 
as  Goi  for  Christ's  sake  hath  forgiven  you,"  [after  punishiiig  his 
holy  Son — yea,  himself — in  your  place,  thus  giving  vou  an  assu- 
rance that  you  can  sin  to  any  extent  and  be  screened  from  all  re- 
tr^tion.]  The  same  reading  will  apply  to  the  passage — "  Be 
ye  merciful  as  your  Father  also  is  merciful." — (Luke  vi.  3G.) 

My  friend  on  the  affirmative,  insists  the  Universalist  view  of  for- 
giveness— that  Grod  does  not  forgive  until  he  punishes — ^amounts 
to  so  foigivcncss  whatever.    If  this  objection  is  well  founded,  it 
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i&as  fatal  to  his  system  as  to  mine.  His  doctrine  teaches  that 
Deity  iootUd  not^  and  could  not  forgive  men,  until  all  the  punish- 
ment due  for  all  the  sins  of  all  meUf  had  been  fuUy  inflicted  on 
Jesus  Christ,  as  a  substitute  for  the  world,  and  ail  the  claims  of 
justice  for  penalty  on  man,  had  become  completely  satisfied.  Then 
Goi  could  forgive !  Here  is  precisely  the  same  principle  which 
is  urged  as  an  objection  against  Universalism.  Jenovah  does  not 
forgive  until  he  punishes  somebody — either  the  guilty  or  a  sub- 
stitute, and  his  justice  is  satisfied.  The  only  dinereuce  between 
his  system  and  mine,  is  this — that  while  his  represents  God  as  not 
willing  to  forgive  until  the  innocsnl  are  punished,  and  the  guilty 
oo  FREE,  mine  insists  he  does  not  forgive  until  the  ^ilty  are 
themselves  punished !  I  submit  to  all  candid  minds,  which  of  the 
two  is  the  the  most  consistent^  and  which  must  exert  the  best 
moral  influence  ? 

Elder  Holmes  inquires,  who  ever  heard  of  a  man  calculating^ 
when  he  commits  sin,  to  avoid  the  punishment  ?    In  reply,  I  ask 
who  ever  heard  of  one,  (except  in  some  exceedingly  rare  cases,) 
who  did  not  calculate  to  escape  ?    It  is  this  calculation,  author- 
ized by  the  popular  doctrines  of  the  day,  and  the  expectation  of 
succeeding  in  it,  and  avoiding  all  punisnment,  that  lures  millions 
into  wickedness.    He  mentions  a  singular  case  of  a  cripple,  who 
was  tired  of  life,  and  wanted  to  go  to  heaven,  and  who  thought 
the  best  way  to  get  there  would  be  to  commit  a  murder,  when  he 
could  repent,  be  executed,  and  go  to  g:Jory !     Brother  Modera- 
tors !  that  case  illustrates,  in  my  estimation,  the  method  in  which 
most,  if  not  all  murderers  reason.    They -believe  if  they  take  the 
life  of  a  fellow  being  and  are  detected,  there  will  be  sufficient  time 
allowed  them  to  repent,  and  get  to  heaven.    And  they  are  en- 
couraged in  this  expectation  by  the  numerous  instances  of  mur- 
derers who  repent,  or  profess  to,  on  the  gallows,  and  who,  we 
are  told  by  Evangelical  Clergymen,  swing  from  the  scaflbld  into 
heaven,  without  the  slightest  infliction  of  Divine  punishment !  ! 
This  illustration  is  an  unfortunate  one  for  my  brother;  for  he 
unhappily  belongs  to  that  very  class  of  preachers,  whose  teach- 
ings tend  to  foster  and  encourage  this  most  seductive  view  of  the 
facility  of  escapine  the  punishments  of  God.    True,  in  this  ca8a» 
the  poor  cripple  did  not  find  that  repentance  on  which  he  had  been 
taught  to  place  so  much  dependence.    But  this  makes  the  case  none 
the  less  a  perfect  illustration  of  the  moral  tendency  of  my  friend^s 
system.     According  to  his  own  showing,  it  was  this  corrupting 
doctrine  of  the  power  of  repentance  to  save  from  all  punishment^ 
that  led  the  poor  wretch  to  the  commission  of  the  murder.     Had 
he  been  taught  the  Bible  doctrine  that  repentance  does  not  save 
from  punishment,  but  is  the  effect  of  punishment,  and  that  there  is 
no  escaping  the  just  penalty  of  God's  law — his  hands  would  never 
have  been  stained  with  the  blood  of  his  brother  man  ! 

[  desire  now  to  finish  my  argument  on  the  subject  of  for^h^^ 
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viCH  &iid  pardon.    It  is  objected  by  those  on  the  other  side,  that 
the  riews  I  entertain  violate  the  usual  meaning  attached  to  those 
words  by  the  dictionaries.     Suppose  they  do  >  that  cannot  invali- 
date their  correctness.     It  should  be  borne  in  mind,  the  definitions 
of  the  dictionaries  are  taken  from  the  nature  of  pardon  as  exer- 
cised in  human  gdvemments,  and  under  judicial  laws,  which  from 
the  nature  of  man,  must  be  exceedingly  imperfect.     These  afford 
no  criterion  for  judging  of  the  office  of  pardon  or  forgiveness  in 
the  Divine  government.     Human  governments  are  administered 
in  respect  to  criminals,  too  generally  on  the  principle  of  retalia' 
lion,    Tliis  principle  has  no  existence  in  God^s  government.    He 
has  strictly  forbidden  his  creatures  to  inflict  pain  in  a  spirit  of  re- 
taliation.   He  cannot  violate  his  own  precepts.    Human  govern- 
ments pardon,  or  remit  punishment,  I  acknowledge.    But  they  do 
it  from  a  necenity^  arising  from  the  imperfection  of  all  earthly  tri- 
bunals.   Human  legislators  are  incapable  of  enacting  laws  that 
shall  operate  perfecUy  in  regard  to  the  detection  and  chastisement 
of  wickedness.    Courts,  judges,  jurors,  are  utterly  unable  to  adapt 
punishment  so  that  it  shall,  in  all  cases,  be  in  exact  proportion  to 
crime  and  guilt.     Sometimes  they  condemn  an  innocent  many  or 
sentence  one  to  a  punishment  too  severe  for  his  crime.    At  other 
times  extenuating  circunutanees  are  brought  to  light  during  punish- 
ishment,  which  show  that  it  ought  to  be  mitigated,  or  wnolly  re- 
mitted.   In  all  such  cases  the  judicial  authority  must  have  the 
power  to  change  or  shorten  the  punishment,  or  cause  it  entirely  to 
cease.    But  it  must  be  clearly  seen  that  this  pardoning  power  in 
human  governments,  grows  out  of  their  imperfection.,  and  is  in* 
deed,  necessary  for  the  correction  of  their  mistakes.    Were  they 
liable  to  make  no  error — could  they  adant  just  the  right  hind  and 
amo%Mt  of  punishment  in  every  case — ^there  would  ons  no  need  of 
the  pardoning  power  in  human  governments,  as  there  could  not 
possibly  be  an  opportunity  for  its  exercise.    Let  it  be  remembered 
that  God  is  liable  to  no  mistakes  in  the  administration  of  his  gov- 
^nment.     It  is  a  perfect  government,  with  perfect  laws,  rendering 
to  every  man  exactly  according  to  his  deeds.    He  is  able  to  adapt 
his  punishments  in  accordance  to  the  heinousness  of  the  sin,  with- 
out liability pr  possibility  of  error.     He  makes  no  mistakes  in  pun- 
ishing the  innocent,  or  allowing  the  guilty  to  escape  under  the  im- 
picssion  that  they  are  innocent,  as  do  human  courts.    God  never 
tcatenees  to  too  much  or  too  little  punishment.    Hence  there  is 
no  place,  no  opportunity  for  the  divme  government  to  change  or 
remit  punishment.     It  is  all  right,  in  the  first  place ! 

The  views  of  pardon  I  have  adduced  are  sustained  bv  some  of 
^  wisest  and  most  eminent  Law  Commentators  in  the  world. 
BcccAKiA,  an  eminent  Italian  Law  Commentator,  sa]^s  "  The  power 
of  pardon,  [i.  e.  remitting  punishment,]  does  not  exist  under  a  per- 
fect adminirtrabon  of  law.  The  admission  of  this  power  is  a  tacit 
tcknowledfinent  of  the  infirmity  of  the  course  of  justice ."    Chan- 
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cellor  KsNTf  the  eminent  jurist,  the  learned  lawyer  and  judge, 
who  has  recently  departed  from  life,  utters  the  following  lan- 
guage :  "  If  there  is  in  the  universe,  an  administration  of  justice, 
that  is  free  from  infirmittf — if  there  were  an  administration  bo  per  ^ 
fect^  as  in  every  instance  to  maintain  a  jxut  proportion  between 
crime  and  the  penalty — and  were  the  rules  of  testimony,  and  the 
mode  of  trial  90  perfect^  as  to  prevent  every  poisibUity  of  mistake 
or  injustice — then  this  administration  would  need  no  pardoning 
power** 

Hiis  is  plain  common  sense.     Is  there  not  such  an  administra- 
tion of  justice  in  the  universe  1     Is  not  God^s  administration  pre- 
cisely of  this  description  ? — a  perfect  administration,  capable  of 
inflicting  the  right  kind  and  amount  of  punishment  in  every  case  % 
Answer — "The  Law  of  the  Lord  is  pei^ect,  converting  the  soul." 
(Ps.  xix.  7.)    Therefore  the  Supreme  Ruler  of  the  universe  can 
neither  exercise  nor  need  a  power  to  remit  or  pardon  funithtmnt. 
I  submit  to  the  decision  of  tne  intelligent,  which  opimon  is  deser- 
ving of  more  weight  on  this  subject,  that  of  Beccaria  and  Chan- 
cellor Kent,  or  that  of  Elder  Holmes !     I  have  already  shown 
there  can  be  but  two  purposes,  so  far  as  the  guilty  are  personally 
concerned,  for  which  punishment  is  inflicted  upon  them,  viz  :  ei- 
ther for  their  injury  or  their  benefit.     If  it  is  inflicted  for  their  in- 
jury,  then  it  becomes  purely  revenge,  retaliation.    But  the  penal- 
ties of  a  holy  and  benevolent  Deity  cannot  be  administered  on  a 
Srinctple  so  low  and  wicked.     Hence  his  punishments  must  be 
esigned  for  the  benefit  of  the  sinful — to  restore  them  to  obedience 
and  holiness.    Why»  then,  should  he  screen  them  from  its  inflic- 
tion 1    Who  can  fail  to  discover  that  the  affirmative  of  this  ques- 
tion is  attempted  to  be  sustained  in  direct  violation  of  all  enlight- 
ened views  of  the  perfect  government  of  a  perfect  God ! 

I  hasten  to  notice  an  argument  which  Elder  Holmes  draws  from 
jjustifitation.  What  is  meant  by  justification  %  Clearly  not  what 
it  is  claimed  to  be— a  work  wrought  for  the  sinner,  by  Christ  giv- 
ing himself  a  sacrifice  to  the  justice  of  an  offended  X)eity.  The 
the  only  mistake  which  my  friend,  and  his  Evangelical  brethren, 
have  made  on  this  subject,  is,  that  they  have  unfortunately  adopted 
an  old  Pagan  sentiment,  instead  of  the  New  Testai^ent  doctrine. 
From  remote  antiquity  the  practice  of  offering  sacrifices  to  their  gods 
to  appease  their  anger  and  obtain  their  ftivor,  has  prevailed  in  Pa- 
gan lands.*  It  is  susceptible  of  the  clearest  proof,  that  the  whole 
modem  theory  of  Atonement — of  a  substitute,  for  the  sinner, 
is  a  heathen  doctrine.  It  is  one  of  those  corruptions  which  crept 
into  the  churches  during  the  dark  ages,  when  it  was  overwhelmed 
by  a  mountain  mess  of  Pagan  errors.  Amon^  the  Trojans,  Greeks, 
Romans,  and  otheV  heathen  nations,  human  victims  were  frequently 
slaughtered  as  expiatory,  vicarious  sacrifices,  or  atonements  to 
their  imaginary  deities.  Among  the  many  gross  notions,  which 
the  multitudes  who  were  converted  from  heathenism  to  chrtstian- 
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i^>  At  the  em  to  which  I  refer,  brought  with  then  into  the  church 
of  Christ,  was  the  belief  that  the  god©,  when  offended  by  man's 
coDdnet,  coald  be  j^ropitiated  by  eacrificee — especially  by  the  of- 

s.        'wing  oif  human  beings.    This  notion  they  incorporated  into  their 

I  chnstianitT,  and  believed  that  Christ  tnmed  awa^  the  anger  of  the 
tnie  God  rrom  man,  by  offering  himself  a  substitute,  or  sacrifice 
in  their  behalf.  My  friend  is  not  ignorant  of  the  fact,  and  will 
not  deny  it,  that  the  doctrines  of  Chnstianity  at  that  time,  became 
S^eatly,  almost  totally,  corrupted  by  the  flood  of  heathen  errors 

I         ^ch  poured  in  upon  it. 

That  this  doctrine  of  justification,  or  atonement,  is  of  heathen 
origin,  is  further  evident  from  the  fkct,  that  it  was  not  known  in 

)  the  Christian  church  for  two  hundred  years  after  the  death  of 
Christ.  Why  was  this  1  Why  were  those  men  who  immediately 
followed  the  Apostles,  in  ignorance  of  this  doctrine  ?  If  it  is  a 
true  one,  they  must  have  heard  Peter,  and  John,  and  Paul,  and 

I  others  of  the  Apostles,  proclaim  it,  as  do  our  Evangelical  breth- 
ren of  the  present  da3r.    But  the  early  fathers — the  successors  of 

.  the  Apostles — were  silent  on  the  subject ;  they  knew  nothing  of 
it  My  friend  cannot  fijid  any  thing  in  relation  to  it  in  their  wri- 
^^'    This  shows  that  it  was  not  an  Apostolic  doctrine,  and 

/        skouid  now  be  rejected  as  a  heathen  dogma. 

The  Bible  meaning  of  juttificatien,  when  stripped  of  the  hea» 

I        tiien  notions  which  have  oeen  incorporated  with  it,  is  that  condi« 

'        tion  of  heart  in  which  man  is  approved  of  God.    Approbation  and 

V  forghmets,  are  of  similar  imp^ort  with  justification.  This  is  a 
condition  into  which    the  guUty   cannot  be  brought,  without 

I  V^^^  experienced  a  just  punishment.  The  guilty  can  never  fiatt 
ain-^'egret  its  commission — and  repent  of  its  enormity — ^without 
haring  experienced  the  bitterness  of  its  nature,  in  the  fsuffering  it 
«Btaiis.  This  suffering,  both  bodily  and  mental,  is  its  punishment, 
I  have  said,  approbation  and  forgiveness  are  the  same  as  justi- 

f       ikation.     The  original  of  this  word  justification,  is  the  Greek 

I  iiaioein — ^from  duunoe^  i.  e.,  just,  blameless,  innocent,  good,  up- 
r*^i — "  spoken  of  one  who  is  approved  of  God,  who  enjoys  the 

I        drriae  favor,  and  has  received  forgiveness  of  sins." — [B!obinson*e 
Lexicon. 
It  is  not-a  Bible  doctrine,  that  justification  flows  from  the  death 

'  of  Christ,  as  an  absolute  necessity — nor  can  it  properly  be  viewed 
ia  lay  such  sense,  as  that  if  Christ  had  not  died,  men  could  never 
have  been  justified.  The  death  of  Christ  is  the  medium  of  justi- 
fication, in  that  it  is  the  evidence  and  seal  of  that  gospel,  and  of 
that  display  of  God's  love,  through  the  instrumentality  of  which, 
coomtctei  with  divine  punishments,  men  are  brought  from  the 
<locBiiuon  of  sin  into  a  state  of  heart  and  actions  wherein  they 
unjustified^  JOT  approved  of  God. 

I  In  no  passage  of  scripture,  is  it  intimated  that  justification  takes 

the  place  of  punishment  due  the  sinner,  or  that  it  saves  him  from 
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just  and  deserved  pumshment.    From  its  nature,  justification  /b/- 
lotos  punishment,  and  is  not  a  substitute  for  it ! 

Here  allow  me  to  notice  a  sin^ar  assertion  of  my  opponent, 
in  reference  to  my  views  of  Grala.  lii.  13.  He  says  that  **  tne  Law, 
which  was  430  years"  after  the  covenant  with  Abraham,  (Gal. 
iii.  17.)  was  not  the  Levitical  Law,  but  the  ten  com mandbients  ! 
There  is  assuredly  ori^nality  in  this  thought ;  but  I  marvel  my 
friend  should  hazard  his  reputation  by  expressing  it.  Dr.  Adam 
Clarke  shall  answer  this  assertion — ^^  The  Messiah  did  not  come 
till  1911  years  after  the  makineof  this  covenant ,  [the  Abraham- 
ic;]  and  the  Law  was  given  430  years  after  the  covenant  with 
Abraham;  therefore  the  Law  »  *  *  «  could  not  possibly 
annul  the  Abrahamic  covenant." — {Dr.  C.  on  Gal.  iii.  17.)  "  It 
is  worthy  of  remark  that  the  Law  is  used  bv  St.  Paul,  [in  this 
chapter,]  to  signify  not  only  the  Law,  properly  so  called,  but  the 
WHOLE  of  the  mosaic  economy  f^ — {Dr,  C.  on  Ual.  iii.  25.) 

Brother  Holmes  has  frequently  quoted,  as  of  great  weight  in 
sustaining  his  views,  Rom.  iii.  25,  26 :   ^^Whom  God  hath  set 
forth  to  be  a  propitiation,  through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare 
his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through 
the  forbearance  of  Grod ;  to  declare,  I  say,  at  this  time  his  right- 
eousness J  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him  wmch 
believeth  in  Jesus."    Does  this  passage  teach  the  doctrine  that 
men  can  be  saved  from  just  and  deserved  punishment,  through 
faith  in  Christ,  or  in  any  other  manner  ?    it  is  only  by  a  most 
strained  sense,  that  any  such  construction  can  be  put  upon  it. 
Men  first  adopt  a  theory  taken  from  heathenism,  and  then  con- 
strue scripture  to  match !    Would  a  person  who  had  never  heard 
of  the  modem  doctrine  of  atonement,  have  drawn  any  thing  like 
it  from  this  passage  ?    Not  at  all.    The  Apostle  does  not  even  re- 
fer to  the  subject  of  punishment  in  any  sense.    It  is  evident  from 
the  context,  that  St.  Paul  was  speaking  of  the  Jews— their  exclu- 
sive claims — and  their  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  gospel  dis- 
pensation.    They  insisted  it  was  impossible  for  man  to  obtain 
Justification  with  God — i.  e.  his  forgiveness  of  sin,  and  his  appro- 
lation  and  favor — ^in  any  way  except  through  the  deeds  of  the 
Ceremonial  Law.     It  was  against  tnis  pretension,  that  St.  Paul 
utters  the  passage  under  consideration.    He  would  defend  the  le^ 
gality  of  the  Gospel  dispensation,  as  a  means  of  securing  God's 
forgiveness  and  approbation.    Through  the  riches  of  his  grace^ 
our  Creator  has  opened  a  way,  by  "  the  redemption  there  is  in 
Christ" — i.  e.  the  scheme  of  redemption  revealed  through  Jesus — 
whereby  men  can  become*  justified  in  the  sight  of  God.     He  has 
set  forth  Christ  to  be  the  medium — the  mercy-seat— the  "  ilaiste^ 
rton"--4hrough  which  this  justification,  approbation,  remission  of 
sins,  can  be  secured.     It  is  by  "  faith  in  his  blood" — by  a  belief 
in  his  integrity,  his  truthfulness,  the  genuineness  of  his  gospel^ 
all  which  are  manifested  by  his  willingness  to  shed  his  hlood-^ 
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tliat  mankind  can  be  brought  into  that  state  of  heart — that  genu- 
ine repentance,  wherein  they  are  fitted  to  receive  remission  oi  sin, 
through  the  forbearance  of  God.  Thus  the  Apostle  contends  that 
under  the  gospel  dispensation,  God  can  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of 
all  those  who  at  any  time,  and  in  any  world,  become  practical  be- 
lievers in  Jesus. 

In  a  similar  manner  we  should  understand  those  passages  whic|i 
declare  that  Christ  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  tne  sins  of 
the  whole  world.  They  are  figurative  allusions  to  Jesus,  as  the 
ilasterion^  [mercy-seat]  or  medium,  through  which  God  holds  in- 
tercourse with  man,  and  opens  a  way  for  the  remission  of  «i«, 
(not  ol  punishment)  under  tne  gospel  dispensation,  without  refer- 
ence to  the  ceremonies  of  the  old  Levitical  Law. 

My  friend's  eighth  argument  is  built  on  those  passages  which 
he  says,  clearly  imply  salvation  from  punishment.  In  support  of 
his  position  he  introduces  the  parable  of  the  barren  fig-tree — (Luke 
xiii.  d-9.)  This  is  very  strange  proof  for  such  a  doctrine.  What 
does  the  parable  mean  1  Certainly  it  involves  nothing,  even  by 
implication,  of  the  doctrine  that  men  can  be  saved  from  the  just 
punishment  of  sin.  This  parable  has  express  reference  to  God's 
dealings  with  the  Jews  as  a  nation.  The  dresser  of  the  vineyard 
requested  the  cutting  down  might  be  delayed  until  another  trial 
might  be  made  to  cause  it  to  produce  fruit ;  and  if  it  did  not  then 
bear,  he  would  give  his  consent  that  it  should  be  cut  down.  In 
this  figure  the  Savior  strikingly  represents  the  condition  of  the  Is- 
raelites at  that  time,  and  the  fate  which  awaited  them.  At  his 
advent,  they  richly  deserved  that  temporal  destruction  which  ul- 
timately came  upon  them.  But  that  punishment  was  delayed  for 
a  season  that  the  gospel  might  be  preached  to  them,  to  lead  them 
from  sin  to  repentance  and  righteousness.  Suppose  the  gospel 
had  produced  this  eSect,  would  it  not  have  saved  them  from  their 
national  overthrow  ?  It  "\fould ;  but  although  they  would  escape 
that /orm  of  punishment,  yet  in  tlie  repentance  which  would  have 
prevented  their  temporal  destruction  as  a  people,  they  would  have 
experienced  a  punishment  of  the  most  afflictive  nature.  For  all 
genuine  repentance  is  the  fruit  of  that  mental  anguM^-— that  heart 
crushing  re^et  for  sin,  which  forms  the  severest  punishment  the 
human  soul  can  experience. 

In  support  of  his  position,  he  quotes  Ezek.  xviii.  21. — "But  if 
the  wicked  will  turn  from  ail  his  sins,  that  he  hath  committed, 
aad  keep  all  my  statutes,  and  do  that  which  is  lawful  and  ri^ht, 
be  shall  surely  live,  he  shall  not  die."  I  can  discover  nothing 
here  to  strengthen  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  The  passage 
iJjnply  teaches,  that  if  the  sinner  will  turn  from  the  error  of  his  ways 
and  do  rijght,  he  shall  be  released  from  that  state  of  moral  death, 
with  all  Its  painful  inflictions,  in  which  the  wicked  are  continu- 
ally plunged.  .  Thereafter  he  will  enjoy  spiritual  life  and  all  its 
blessings  as  the  reward  of  his  obedience,    oni  this  does  not  screen 
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bim  from  the  punishment  which  ie  inflicted  upoo  him  while  he  t9 
in  a  state  of  rebellion  against  Grod.  From  that  there  is  no  escape 
— it  must  be  endured. 

He  has  also  introduced  the  language  of  the  Savior — "  He  that 
believ«th  and  is  baptized  shall  be  sared." — (Mark  xri.  16.)  In 
this,  as  in  numerous  other  instances,  my  friend  assumes  what  he 
should  prove.  He  gives  no  evidence  that  this  salvation  is  from 
punishment.  This  cannot  be  taken  for  panted.  Indeed  it  is  far 
from  being  sanctioned  by  the  voice  of  inspiration.  From  v^uxt 
are  those  to  be  saved,  who  believe  ?    The  angel  answers  the  in- 

?uiry.  "  He  shall  save  his  people  from  their  sins"^ — (Matt.  i.  21 .) 
t  is  not  from  punishment,  out  from  sin,  that  Jesus  saves  those 
who  are  believers.  What  is  it  to  be  saved  from  sin  1  It  is  not 
to  be  saved  from  punishment  due  past  sins,  but  to  be  so  strength- 
ened by  the  influences  of  gospel  truth,  that  we  can  resist  tempta- 
tion to  sin,  and  thus  avoid  wickqjness,  and  all  its  wretched  con- 
sequences. 

Brother  Holmes  has  asked  whether  it  was  ever  known  that  & 
fnan  was  brought  to  repentance  and  reformation  of  life,  under  the 
belief  of  the  doctrine  of  a  just  and  certain  punishment  for  sin  1  I 
trust  he  has  no  idea  of  convincing  this  audience,  that  sinners  oan- 
not  reform  under  the  influence  of  such  a  doctrine.  I  cast  back 
any  such  imputation  upon  himself,  and  his  own  system.  If  the 
certainty  of  punishment  will  not  exert  an  influence  to  bring  the 
sinner  to  repentance,  pray  what  effect  must  it  have  upon  him,  to 
instruct  him  that  punishment  for  the  most  heinous  crimes,  can  ea- 
sily be  escaved  ?  There  are  multitudes  of  cases — ^the  community 
is  full  of  tnem — ^where  men,  (and  in  many  instances,  those  ad- 
dicted to  the  worst  of  habits,)  have  been  turned  away  from  ini- 
quity, and  brought  to  a  faithiful  obedience  to  God,  by  the  senti- 
ments I  advocate. 

Mv  fnend  has  several  times  rather  timidly  alluded  to  my  charge 
that  his  doctrine  of  salvation  from  punishment,  is  ddnsive  and  de- 
moralizing, and  in  a  somewhat  threatening  4one,  objects  to  my 
pursuing  this  course.  But  I  give  him  fair  warning  I  shall  con- 
tinue to  urge  this  charge  in  a  manner  still  more  forcible,  when  I 
have  an  opportunity  to  speak  again. — [Time  expired* 

[MB.  BOLMES*  SEVENTH  8PEECB.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators  and  respected  Audience: — It  will  be  per- 
ceived by  those  who  have  attended  to  this  debate  thus  far,  that  I 
have  presented  a  number  of  propositions  and  arguments,  and  de- 
iined  my  positions  with  the  utmost  frankness,  in  order  that  Mr. 
Auetin  might  take  hold  of  them  one  by  one,  and  refute  them  if 
able.  Whether  he  has  been  equally  frank,  according  to  the  terma 
of  our  agreement,  I  leave  to  the  audience  to  judge,  or  to  thoso 
who  shall  read  this  discussion  after  it  shall  have  terminated. 
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Christ  towards  us  who  hare  trespassed  agaihst  hinif  ib,  aceorJiiig 
to  the  above  passage,  to  determine  our  course  of  action.  What 
then  should  be  our  course  of  conduct  ?  Why  according  to  my 
friend^ 8  doctrine,  Christ  never  exercises  *^  forbearance" — or  for- 

S'veness,  in  the  sense  of  treating  sinners  better  than  they  deserve, 
ence  we  are  not  required  under  any  circumstance  to  forbear  to 
take  full  satisfaction  in  any  way  that  affords  the  best  promise  of 
success.    And  when  we  liave  exacted  and  obtained  our  full  de- 
mand by  corporeal  chastisement,  or  legal  process,  we  may  award 
to  him  a  pardon  for  his  offence,  and  we  may  not  do  it  before,  on 
pain  of  violating  the  example  of  Christ.     Such  is  the  theology  of 
Universalism,  but  thank  God,  it  is  not  the  theology  of  the  Bible. 
The  example  furnished  by  the  conduct  of  Christ  towards  us,  is 
one  of  Jforoearance  and  merqf,    God  is  justly  displeased  with  the 
sinner :  there  is  a  quarrel  between  the  law  of  Goid  and  the  trans- 
gressor.   Yet  instead  of  visitine  him  according  to  the  demerit  of 
Eis  crimes — ^in  the  plenitude  of  nis  mercy,  he  provides  a  way  for 
our  deliverance.    He  offers  us  a  free  and  full  pardon  for  our  sins 
and  from  the  consequences  which  flow  from  them,  and  he  makes 
this  the  criterion  by  which  we  are  to  forgive  one  another.    Where 
is  the  room  for  the  exercise  of  forbearance  or  forgiveness  towards 
one  another,  if  the  criterion  of  our  action  is,  that  we  are  to  receive 
the  full  amount  of  our  punishment,  in  accordance  with  our  trans- 
gressions against  the  divine  law  1    There  is  no  forbearance  in  the 
case,  for,  forbearance  supposes  that  we  are  not  punished  to  the 
extent  our  sins  deserve.     Ephesians  i.  17 :  ^*In  whom  we  have 
redemption  through  his  blood,  even  the  forgiveness  of  sins,  ac- 
cording to  the  riches  of  his  grace."    Now  the  meaning  of  the  word 
redemption  is  well  understood.     It  means  to  buy  on,  to  ransom 
rom  thraldom:  it  is  an  act  through  which  we  obtain  deliverance. 
hrist  has  done  this  for  us.     In  him  we  have  redemption  through 
B  blood  even  the  forgiveness  of  sins.    And  this  how  ?     Accor- 
ng  to  the  principles  of  law  which  deal  out  exact  punishment  to 
I.     No,  but  according  to  the  riches  of  his  grace.    Where  is 
e  riches  of  God^s  grace  on  the  principles  of  Universalism? 
i  our  Lord's  prayer  we  are  taught  to  say — *'  forgive  us  our  tres- 
isses,  as  we  forgive  them  HlbX  trespass  against  us.'*    The  same 
rinciple  carried  out  in  the  conduct  of  God  towards  us,  is  made 
.he  criterion  by  which  we  are  to  deal  with  our  fellows.    How 
dhould  this  read — ^how  should  a  man  pray  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  Universalism.    He  should  kneel  down  before  God,  and 
say,  *^  punish  us  for  our  sins,  and  then  pardon  us,  as  we  punish 
those  who  trespass  against  us  and  then  pardon  them.^'    I  cannot 
for  the  life  of  me,  see  how  it  is  possible  to  pray  consistently  with 
the  principles  of  Universalism,  unless  it  be  something  in  this  vray . 
From  the  foregoing  passages,  and  many  more  of  similar  charac- 
ter, which  time  will  not  aUow  me  to  produce,  it  is  perfectljr  plain 
that  Universalism  on  this  point  is  wholly  inconsistent  witn  the 
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seriptares.  My  fri&d  says  these  ecriptnre  requirements  are  in- 
tended simply  to  teach  us,  we  shonld  not  be  revengefuL  Admit 
this  to  be  correct,  and  it  does  not  help  the  gentleman  out  of  his 
diffieulty  in  the  least.  To  avoid  revenge,  we  must  copy  the  ex- 
ample of  God^s  merciful  dealings  with  us,  "be  followers  of  Grod 
as  dear  children.'*  But  to  imitate  God  is  to  do  in  our  sphere  as 
he  does  in  his — hence  on  the  principles  of  Universalism,  to  avoid 
rerenge  we  must  withhold  forgiveness  until  we  have  obtained  full 
satisfaction  for  insults  and  injuries.  As  this  conclusion  is  absurd, 
it  follows  that  the  language  of  the  Bible  is  directly  adapted  to 
mislead  us,  or  Universalism  is  palpably  f alse< 

VLyfowfUentk  argument,  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  the  dogma 
for  wUdi  Mr.  Austin  contends,  contradicts  the  common  sense  of 
mankind,  and  would  be  absurd  and  impossible  in  practice.  First, 
the  notion  that  God  never  forgives,  or  pardons  in  a  sense  that  re- 
lieres  the  of^der  from  pnnismnent,  contradicts  the  ideas  that  men 
generally  entertain  and  attach  to  the  words  pardon  and  forgive- 
ness. All  men,  except  Universalists,  and  even  they  when  not 
ei^aged  in  argument  to  support  their  dogmas,  use  these  terms  to 
niean  exemption  from  the  legal  and  moral  consequences  of  their 
transgressions. 

Secondly — it  contradicts  die  meaning  of  these  terms  as  found  in 
onr  law  books,  the  usages  and  customs  of  all  nations,  and  the 
ffactice  of  all  rovemraents,  and  judicial  tribunals — all  of  which 
proceed  upon  the  supposition  that  pardon  delivers  from  punish- 
aent. 

Thirdly — ^it  contradicts  the  standard  or  classical  definition  of 
these  words,  as  found  in  all  standard  authorities.  There  is  not  a 
Greek,  Latin  or  English  Lexicon  of  any  authority  in  the  literary 
or  rel^ous  world  that  does  not  directly  contradict  Universalism. 
^Y  fnend  has  not  quoted  from  a  dictionary  that  I  know  of  during 
tm«  discussion.  He  has  to  be  sure  given  us  a  number  of  defini- 
tJonsy  tnade  to  order,  on  the  principles  of  Universalism,  as  for  in- 
stance, his  definition  of  justification.  Yet  these  definitions  are 
inconsistent  with  the  scriptures,  and  unsupported  bv  the  author- 
Jtyof  s.  single  standard  author.  Universahsm  needs  a  new  dic- 
tionary. 

Foimhly — a  pardon  like  that  contended  for  by  my  friend,  wou 
M  be  considered  worth  a  straw,  by  any  sane  man,  in  its  app! 
cation  to  the  Judicial  a&irs  of  this  life.    What  would  the  co 
^  in  the  State  Prison,  or  the  criminal  on  the  fallows  think  of 
pardon  like  this — that  offered  them  no  relief  fiom  punishmen. . 
Bnch  a  pardon  would  be  despised  as  of  nothing  worth,  or  consid- 
ind  an  insult  intended  to  aggravate  their  sufferings.     Suppose  a 
UniveTBaliat  raised  to  the  office  of  Goveftior  of  the  State  of  New 
Voik ;   he  takes  it  into  his  head  to  make  a  practical  use  of  his 
doctrine  in  the  discharse  of  his  official  duties.    As  soon  as  he  as- 
certains that  a  c<»ivict  nas  served  out  his  time  in  prison,  he  goes 
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to  work  and  draws  up  a  formal  pardon^  to  wit :  "This  eertiftes  thst 
A.  B.  has  been  selected  as  a  subject  of  executive  clemency,  and 
is  hereby  freely  and  entirely  pardoned  of  the  crime  committed 
against  the  laws  of  the  State ;  the  officers  of  the  prison  aie  there* 
fore  directed  to  set  him  at  liberty  forthwith."  How  losff  would 
such  a  Governor  maintain  his  reputation  for  sanity  1  If  this  is 
not  sufficient  proof  of  the  absurdity  of  this  notion,  let  any  maa 
not  yet  convinced  attempt  to  reduce  it  to  practice  in  has  common 
intercourse  with  society,  and  if  he  does  not  renounce  Universal- 
ism  in  tjventy-four  hours,  it  will  be  because  he  has  not  sense 
enough  to  discern  the  difference  between  wisdom  and  folhr :  or  is 
not  sufficiently  honest  to  renounce  in  theory,  what  he  uds  ab 
surd  and  impossible  in  practice. 

My  fifteenih  argument,  is'founded  upon  the  fact  that  if  men 
cannot  be  saved  from  pwUskiMnt,  they  cannot  be  saved  at  all,  and 
universal  damnation  must  follow.  This  we  argue,  first,  from  the 
nature  of  punishment  itself.  This  is  death — ^^The  wages  of  sin 
is  death,^' — ^^The  soul  that  sinneth  it  riiall  die.''  Now  as  there 
is  no  life  in  death,  and  nothing  in  death  that  can  produce  lifo» 
hence  death  is  in  its  own  nature  eternal.  I  care  not  what  kind 
of  death  it  be,  physical  or  moral,  or  any  other  kind,  if  you  will 
show  me  that  m  death  there  is  any  life,  you  may  do  something 
towards  effecting  a  refutation  of  this  argument.  For  if  life  exist 
in  death,  that  life  may  possibly  overcome  that  death  itself;  but 
if  there  be  no  life  in  death,  then  death  is  of  its  own  nature  eter- 
nal. Death  is  the  punishment  of  sin — the  sinner  will  be  saved 
from  this  punishment  or  he  will  not.  If  he  is  not  saved  from  it, 
he  must  remain  dead  eternally — if  he  is  saved  from  it,  then  he  is 
saved  from  deserved  punishment.  Hence  if  he  is  not  saved  from 
deserved  punishment,  eternal  damnation  must  follow  as  a  natural 
and  necessary  consequence.  Secondly — if  men  are  punished  all 
their  sins  deserve,  then  if  saved  at  all,  they  must  be  saved  either 
before  they  are  punished,  or  at  the  same  time  they  are  punished, 
or  after  they  shall  have  ceased  to  be  punished.  Mr.  Austin  ad- 
mits that  they  cannot  be  saved  before  they  are  punished,  for  it 
would  not  only  be  unjust  to  punish  a  man  after  he  is  saved,  but 
if  punishment  be  inflicted  after  salvation,  it  follows  that  salvation 
is  no  preventive  of  damnation.  Again,  men  cannot  be  saved  at 
the  same  time  they  are  punished  for  their  sins,  for  then  salvation 
and  damnation  would  meet  at  the  same  time  in  the  same  individ- 
ual. This  also,  is  admitted  by  my  opponent.  Only  one  alterna- 
tive remains.  They  must  be  saved  sifter  they  are  puni^ed  all 
their  sins  deserve  or  not  at  all.  But  this  we  shall  soon  see  is  im- 
possible. God's  law  requires  our  love  and  service  to  the  full  ex- 
tent of  our  powers — mark  that.  Hence  when  sin  is  once  commit- 
ted, the  sinner  can  never  expiate  his  sins  by  personal  suffisriaf. 
To  suppose  he  can,  is  to  suppose  he  has  moral  powers  with  whick 
to  endure  pmnishment,  which  aie  not  already  pledged  to  God  in 
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th»  way  of  obc^ence,  which  is  anocriptiiral  and  absuTd.  It  is 
the  deoiaad  of  the  law — '<  Thou  shall  love  the  Loid  thy  God  with 
tU  thy  heart.^'  Therefore  the  sinner  cannot  answer  the  demands 
of  God^s  law,  and  be  punished  for  his  sins  at  the  same  time. 
While  he  is  being  punished  according  to  his  deserts,  he  cannot 
be  loying  and  serving  €rod  with  all  the  heart,  hence  his  sin  is  in- 
creasing, and  he  is  deserving  more  punishment,  while  he  is  being 
ponished  what  he  akeady  deserves.  He  cannot  cease  to  sin,  un- 
til his  punishment  ceases,  and  he  cannot  cease  to  be  punished  un- 
til he  ceases  to  sin.  Hence  if  he  may  not  be  saved  from  punish- 
BMnt  by  pardon,  his  sin  and  punishment  must  be  eternal. 

I  will  now  attend  to  some  points  in  mv  friend^s  last  speech  not 
J^  noticed.  He  carries  the  raea,  in  all  he  says  of  the  atonement 
of  Christ,  that  he  was  compiled  to  endure  punishment  for  our 
«ns-~that  the  father  took  the  son  and  punished  him,  and  thus 
fombly  hud  on  him  the  iniquities  of  the  guilty — compelled 
the  innocent  to  snfier  for  the  guilty.  Now  the  fallacy  of  this,  is 
^ond,  in  the  ^t  that  it  is  not  true.  It  is  not  the  doctrine  of  the 
Bible,  nor  of  any  orthodox  church  of  which  I  have  any  knowl- 
edgein  our  land.  The  doctrine  is,  that  Christ,  in  concurrence  with 
the  will  of  bis  father,  *^  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  the  world." 
fie  did,  what  you  or  I  or  any  other  individual  has  a  right  to  do ; 
employed  his  powers  in  benevolent  acts  for  the  good  of  those  who 
MM  his  senriees.    As  the  poet  most  beautifully  expresses  it : — 

•*  With  pitying  oye,  the  Prince  of  l^eaca, 

Beheld  our  helpless  grief, 
Be  saw,  and  O,  amazing  love ; 

He  ran  to  onr  relicfl 

This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Bible — ^the  doctrine  I  preach,  and 
vhieh  I  understand  to  be  held  by  all  orthodox  churches.  There 
is  nothing* in  it  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  justice.  It  is 
what  every  benevolent  man  does  on  a  limited  scale,  every  year 
of  his  life.  Mr.  Austin  says  that  if  Christ  bore  the  sins  of  men, 
thet  he  was  guilty — that  the  guilt  of  men  as  well  as  their  pun- 
iihflMnt  became  his.  This  is  a  non  $eqmUr»  To  bear  the  sins  of 
mta  involves  a  transfer,  not  of  guilt,  but  of  the  legal  conseqences 
of  guilt — to  denv  the  possibility  of  this,  is  to  war  with  facts.  A 
eennion  form  of  this  tranfer,  though  not  for  the  same  end,  exists 
ia  the  infant  world,  who,  though  personally  innocent  of  crime, 
Be?csdicle86  experience  in  part  the  consequences  of  another's 
gailt  It  is  a  fact  that  men  may  and  some  men  have,  volun- 
tirily  assumed  the  consequences  of  the  sins  of  others,  and  this 
to  some  extent,  is  done  by  every  philanthropist,  who  in  the 
kcMvoteoee  of  his  heart  endures  labor  and  sufering  for  the  bene- 
fit of  tibe  human  race.  But  does  this  imply  or  involve  a  partici- 
pation in  the  guilt  of  those  whose  miseries  are  alleviated  ?  Does 
lie  who  by  poaraal  soiering  and  toil)  lifts  the  drunkard  from  the 
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ditch,  and  restores  him  to  habits  of  aobrietj  and  industry,  beoene 
thereby  a  sharer  in  the  dmnkard^s  guilt  %  Does  he  who  interests 
himself  in  behalf  of  the  criminal,  and  by  incurring  pecuniary  ex- 
pense, or  otherwise  giving  satisfaction  and  secunty  to  the  viola- 
ted law — obtains  pardon,  and  release  from  punishment,  become 
thereby  a  criminal  himself  %  Did  the  Locknan  kii^,  in  submit- 
ting to  lose  one  of  his  eyes,  that  he  might  support  Uie  law,  and 
at  the  same  time  relieve  nis  son  from  the  full  penalty  of  the  law 
against  the  crime  of  adultery,  become  himself  guilty  as  an  adul- 
terer ?  So  it  would  seem,  according  to  the  gentleman's  notion  : 
and  yet  the  idea  is  so  palpably  erroneous,  that  the  bare  statement 
of  the  above  examples,  is  a  sufficient  refutation. 

Mr.  Austin  says  the  murderer  to  whom  I  alluded  in  a  foraier 
speech,  was  led  to  his  fatal  end,  by  the  system  which  I  advocate. 
Unless  the  gentleman's  intellect  is  more  obtuse  than  I  have  reason 
to  suppose,  he  knows  this  is  untrue.  There  is  a  great  want  of 
generosity  and  fairness,  in  such  representations,  i  can  only  ac* 
count  for  the  pertinacit^r  with  which  he  clings  to  those  false  rep- 
resentations of  the  doctrince  of  salvation  from  {ranishment,  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  his  only  hope  of  success  in  this  discussion.  As 
e  cannot  answer  my  arguments,  if  he  fails  to  make  an  impres- 
sion at  this  point,  the  ground  he  occupies,  is  destitute  of  even  the 
semblance  of  validity. 

One  of  Mr.  Austin's  objections  to  the  doctrine  of  atonement,  is, 
that  it  represents  God  as  exacting  of  the  substitute,  the  whole 
amount  of  what  was  due  from  the  sinner.  Though  this  is  not 
strictly  true,  vet,  if  it  were,  it  could  not  be  consistently  ursed  as 
an  objection  by  a  Universalist,  since  it  is  fundamental  m  Univer- 
salism,  that  (rod  never  pardons  a  sinner  until  he  has  paid  the  last 
mite.  This  objection  comes  with  an  ill  grace  from  the  gentleman 
who  appears  here  as  the  champion  of  a  theory  which  admits  no 
pardon,  without  the  full  infliction  of  penalty.  This  however,  is 
a  specimen  of  the  consistency  and  hannony  of  my  friend's  course 
of  argumentation. 

We  have  said  the  above  objection  is  not  strictly  true ;  that  is, 
it  does  not  represent  the  subject  fairly.  Christ,  as  the  rannefs 
substitute  did  not  make  satisfaction  for  him,  by  suffering,  in  kind 
and  quantity  exactly  what  the  sinner  deserved :  but  the  satisfac- 
tion IS  found  in  the  dignity  of  the  substitute,  and  the  moral  value 
of  his  sufierings. 

The  gentleman  also  says  there  is  no  pardoning  power  in  a  per- 
fect government.  But  is  not  Crod's  administration  perfect  1  and 
is  it  not  the  doctrine  of  the  Bible,  that  the  pardoning  power  exists 
in  the  divine  government?  If  he  means  to  say  that  in  a  perfect 
government  there  is  no  occasion  for  the  exercise  of  this  power  on 
account  of  misgovernment,  I  agree  with  him ;  but  if  he  intended 
lo  say  that  there  was  no  pardoniiu^  power  in  such  a  government, 
that  I  deny.    God  is  the  arbiter  of  tne  whole  oniyersei  aod  prof- 
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fe»  &  (^en^al  amii^rty  to  all,  whaterer  may  be  their  stale  of  de- 
nadadon,  on  condition  of  their  improving  the  advantagee  he  giTea 
Uiem  in  redemption.  The  case  is^  aa  though  the  Queen  of  Eng- 
land shoold  profier  an  amnesty  to  the  prisoners  at  Botany  Bay,  on 
conditions  which  would  sustain  the  ends  of  good  goYemment,  as 
fully,  as  the  course  that  would  retain  them  there,  according  to  the 
ori^nal  terms  of  banishment.  He  has  referred  to  law  commen- 
tators, and  I  would  ask  if  the  very  declaratioas  he  has  quoted 
from  them  do  ntft  sustain  my  views  of  pardon  %  They  do,  to  the 
very  letter,  every  one  of  them.  And  in  addition  to  the  names  he 
has  nven,  I  would  add  Blackstone.  He  says  in  his  commenta- 
ries, oook  4,  chapt^  31 :  **  to  pardon  is  to  remit  treasons,  and 
felonies,^'  and  by  consequence,  to  save  from  punirimiait  for  these 
crimes. — [Ttme  expirtd. 

[BOl.  AUSTIN'S  SEVENTH  REPLY.] 

Gtfi^Umen  ModeraU3r$: — ^My  friend  opposite  has  misstated  my 
argument  on  the  pardoning  power,  though  of  course,  not  inten- 
tionally. I  said  that  in  the  government  of  a  perfect  God,  there 
was  no  pardon  from  punishment ;  not  that  there  was  no  pardon* 
tag  power.  God  pardons  the  nnful,  on  the  principle  of  repent- 
ance. But  his  government  being  perfect,  there  can  be  no  neces- 
sity for  the  exercise  of  pardon  from  a  punishment  designed  for  the 
good  oi  the  creature.  And  besides  to  pardon  from  punishment y 
pre-suppoees  some  error  in  the  adjustment  of  the  infliction,  to  the 
sin  committed.  This  liability  to  error  cannot  attach  to  God's  gov- 
ernment. To  save  the  guilty  from  punishment  designed  to  restore 
th«n  to  virtue  and  goduness,  would  be  as  wise  as  to  save  a  pa- 
tient from  a  salutary  and  health-restoring  medicine,  because  it  is 
naueeous  to  the  taste,  and  gives  temporary  pain. 

He  says  I  maintain  that  if  Christ  was  punished  for  the  sins 
of  men,  then  their  guUt  must  also  rest  on  nim.  I  do  not  know 
that  I  have  said  this,  but  concede  that  I  did.  If  Christ  was  pun- 
iAei  in  the  stead  of  mankind,  then  the  sins  and  the  gut/f  of  all 
men  must  necessarily  have  been  placed  upon  him.  Punishment 
pre-supposes  guilt.  You  cannot  punish  a  being  if  he  is  not  guilty, 
Suffenng  may  be  laid  upon  him,  but  it  will  not  be  punishment. 
Tliboe  can  be  no  such  thing  as  punishing  the  innocent.  The^ 
may  be  injured,  scourged,  tormented,  but  adi  this  will  not  be  pun- 
isluBent,  in  the  true  sense  of  that  word.  The3r  may  endure  pri- 
vatioo,  pain,  ignominy,  in  behalf  of  others,  but  in  no  correct  view 
can  all  this  amount  to  the  least  particle  of  punishment.  It  is  only 
when  ^n  »  inflicted  on  the  guilty^  in  correction  of  their  guilt, 
that  it  is  punishment.  If  Jesus  was  not  sinful — if  guUt  in  black 
a&d  dread  reality^  did  not  rest  in  his  heart,  then,  (however  much 
he  may  have  «i^ered,)  he  was  not  punished.  And  if  my  friend's 
doctfiBe  is  tnie,  that  no  man  can  be  saved  unless  Christ  has  been 
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puniihed  in  lus  place,  then  the  whole  world  will  be  lost  f<ff«frer ! 
The  Son  of  God  was  not  panished  in  the  place  of  Bmners,  but 
he  suffered  in  behalf  of  men — for  the  benefit  of  the  world — setting 
mankind  a  noble  example  of  devotion  to  the  good  of  others,  cmd 
the  benefit  of  the  race* 

The  ninth  argument  which  Elder  Holmes  brings  in  the  affitnta* 
tiye,  is  based  on  the  intercession  of  Christ.  What  is  an  interces- 
sor ?  It  is  one  who  acts  in  behalf,  or  for  the  benefit,  of  another. 
This  is  the  sense  in  which  Christ  is  our  interolbsor.  Being  the 
MediaJtor  between  God  and  men,  (1  Tim.  ii.  5,)  through  whom  all 
our  spiritual  blessings  flow  from  the  Father,  he  is  represented  as 
our  Friend,  or  in  a  figurative  sense,  as  our  Intertess&r.  He  is  not 
described  in  the  scriptures  as  interceding  to  save  men  from  pun- 
ishment— but  as  one  who  obtains  blessings  and  favors  for  us. 

Dr.  Adam  Clarke  gives  us  the  following  explanation  of  thtf  of- 
fice of  Jesus  as  an  Intercessor :  ^'  Our  l^rd  makes  intercesdon 
for  us,  by  negotiating  and  managing,  as  our  Friend  and  Agent, 
all  the  a&irs  pertaining  to  our  salvation." — {Clarke  on  Rom.  viii. 
27.)  This  undoubtedly  approaches  a  true  view  of  the  work  of 
Christ  as  man^s  Intercessor. 

The  tenth  argument  in  the  affirmative,  my  friend  builds  on  tke 
assumption  that  the  gospel  proposes  to  save  sinners  now,  which, 
he  says,  cannot  be,  if  men  are  punished  all  they  deserve.  I  can- 
not appreciate  the  point  of  this  argument.  I  am  aware  the  000- 
f|el  proposes  to  save  sinners  now — that  there  is  a  yresent  saTvm- 
tion.  The  scriptures  clearly  teach  this.  ^^  Behold,  now  is  the  ac- 
cepted time ;  behold,  now  is  the  day  of  salvation."— (2  Cor.  vi.  2.) 
**  God  is  the  Savior  of  all  men,  especially  [i.e.  immediately]  of 
those  who  believe." — (1  Tim.  iv.  10.)  But  1  cannot  conceive  how 
this  important  truth  afiects  the  argument  in  relation  to  the  cer- 
tainty of  j)unishment.  Recollect  salvation  is  from  fin,  and  not 
'rom  punishment.  The  fact  that  an  individual  repents  and  turns 
o  God,  and  experiences  present  salvation,  so  far  from  proving  be 
las  been  or  will  be,  saved  from  punishment,  is  the  stronj^t  evi- 
ence  he  has  already  been  punished.  For  punishment  is  one  of 
he  instrumentalities  through  which  men  are  brought  to  genoiAe 
epentance  of  sin.  No  moral  being  can  experience  true  repent- 
tnce  pf  crime,  without  having  felt  the  chaetisement  which  ain, 
sooner  or  later,  invariably  receives. 

His  eleven^  argument,  is  founded  on  the  fact,  as  he  asaertff, 
that  if  the  sinner  is,  and  must  be  punished  to  the  full  extent  of  his 
deserts,  his  punishment  is  so  indefinite  as  to  time  and  place,  that 
it  exerts  no  influence  on  him. 

It  requires  but  slight  reflection  to  discover  that  this  arj^umeat 
possesses  no  real  weight.  We  maintain  that  upon  the  principlen 
of  Universalism,  the  scriptures  inculcate  all  the  definitenees  in  re- 

fard  to  place,  and  time,  and  means,  of  punishment,  that  can  pro- 
nee  the  slightest proctftoo/  influence.  A  knowledge  of  the  pkcenod 
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time  of  pttniflhment  is  not  so  important  to  deter  from  sin,  as  a  be- 
lief of  its  certainty.  My  f riend^s  own  system  is  far  more  defective 
upon  this  Bobject,  than  any  thing  he  can  jnstly  charge  on  my  views. 
If  there  is  imperfection  on  either  side,  it  is  better  for  men  not  to 
how  positively  when  or  where  punishment  is  to  be  experienced, 
ftnd  yet  that  at  some  time,  and  in  some  place,  it  will  assuredly, 
isd  without  failnre,  be  inflicted,  than  to  have  an  exact  knowledge 
of  time  and  place,  and  still  cherish  the  belief  that  it  can  very  ea- 
sly  be  avoided  f  Of  what  utility  is  the  knowledge  of  the  location 
ud  of  the  moment  of  punishment,  except  to  encourage  the  be- 
jiernof  it,  that  it  furnishes  him  greater  facilities -to  escape  its 
ioHiction! 

Elder  Holmes  declares  Atheists,  Sabbath  breakers,  and  other 
▼ile  sinners,  do  not  know  whether  they  receive  any  punishment  or 
oot,  in  this  life.  Does  he  speak  from  experience,  on  this  subject 
-^rbow  does  he  know  what  is  suffered  by  these  classes,  through 
^  power  of  conscience  and  the  numerous  other  ways  in  which 
God  chastises  the  guilty  ?  Let  him  consult  those  who  have  been 
"^dieted  to  immoral  practices,  and  when  they  speak  the  honest 
wnvictions  of  their  hearts,  they  will  instruct  him,  that  they  found 
W)  true  happiness  in  sin ;  but  that  however  fair  they  endeavored 
to  make  the  outside,  there  w&s  a  worm  gnawing  within^  that  de- 
•^yed  all  real  peace  of  mind.  He  refers  to  their  woridly  pros- 
P^ty— to  bams  full  of  grain,  as  an  evidence  that  they  are  not 
pttoished.*  Does  he  not  yet  know  that  God  frequently  causes  the 
'cry  Qh\Kndanu  of  the  possessions  of  the  wicked,  to  prove  the 
S^^^tcst  torment  and  curse  of  their  lives  %  Hence  all  ne  says  in 
'  'c^ani  to  governments  who  so  punish  the  criminal  that  they  do 
Bot  know  they  are  puni^ed,  is  wholly  inapplicable. 

The  Utdfm  argument  in  the  affirmative,  is  that  Universalism 
"^^tes  the  highest  example  in  the  Universe  of  the  forgiveness 
jf  injttrics.  This  is  a  most  remarkable  argument,  or  rather  charge, 
^hat  more  salutary  or  beautiful  example  can  be  placed  before 
««  world,  than-  the  principle  which  my  system  attrilMites  to  God, 
™  at  any  time,  and  in  any  world,  he  forgives  men  their  offen- 
^  on  due  repentance.  But  look  at  the  example  of  the  Creator 
^•ifepresented  by  Elder  Holmes,  and  theologians  of  his  school — 
fhat  God  would  not  forgive  the  transgressions  of  men,  until  an 
^^^^(fcent  being  bad  been  punished  in  their  place.  Ah !  worse 
«*n  even  this—That  if  sinners  do  not,  during  the  brief  years  of 

nil  praof  that  tfa*  •inner  is  not  panUbed  here,  which  pre-SQppo«es  also  that  tho 
"P(*(ms  are  not  rewarded  in  this  Ute,  reminds  me  of  the  couplet  of  the  poet  :— 

**Bikt  eometimes  rirtn*  ttarvet  while  vice  it/ed,  • 
What  then  )    Is  the  reward  of  vixtue,  brtad  / 

Oh,  fool  f  to  think  God  hates  the  worthy  mind, 

Th«  lover  and  the  lore  of  haman'kind, 

llfTioso  life  is  he&ltiifal,  and  whose  cimtcience  clear, 

B«caaa«  Ae  uanit  a  iJuutand  j.outuU  a  year  !  /"— PoPB» 
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this  life,  believe  that  the  innocent  Son  of  God  has  heen  Dunished 
in  their  place,  their  heavenly  Father  will  never  forgive  them,  but 
will  inflict  an  endless  storm  of  retaliation  and  revenge  npon  them ! 
What  kind  of  an  example  is  this  ?  What  influence  would  it  have 
on  society,  were  man  never  to  forgive  an  of&nder  until  some  in- 
nocent person  was  punished  in  his  stead ;  and  then,  if  the  guilty 
man  did  not  believe  this,  within  a  given  space  of  time,  turn  upon 
him  and  seek  revenge  during  the  entire  course  of  his  life  % 

His  thirteenth  argument  I  have  alrealy  noticed  at  the  commence- 
ment of  my  last  speech.  He  complains  that  Universalism  repre- 
sents God  as  exacting  every  iota  of  punishment  on  the  sinner. 
Acknowledged.  And  does  not  his  system  attribute  the  same  prin- 
ciple to  Deity  ?  Does  it  not  insist  Uiat  he  exacts  all  the  punbh- 
ment  due  every  sin  that  has  ever  been  committed,  and  that  his 
exaction  is  so  rigid,  if  it  cannot  be  fulfilled  by  the  ^ilty,  he  will 
accept  of  it  from  the  innocent  ?  Have  it,  he  will,  m  one  way  or 
another !  We  do  indeed  maintain  that  God  exacts  punishment  to 
the  *'  last  iota."  And  why  1  Because  it  is  designed  for  the  reform 
mation  of  the  sinner.  The  physician  very  properly  demands  that 
all  his  medicines  shall  be  taken,  because  it  is  designed  for  the  re- 
covery ol  the  patient.  Is  it  cruel  to  give  a  sick  man  all  the  medi- 
cine that  his  restoration  to  health  requires  ?  Is  it  cruel  to  punish 
the  sinful  all  their  restoration  to  moral  health  requires  ? 

His  fourteenth  argument  rests  on  the  assertion,  that  my  views 
contradict  the  common  sense  of  mankind  and  the  common  usage 
of  words.  He  reiterates  his  complaint  that  I  have  not  quoted  from 
Dictionaries  and  Lexicons.  I  acknowledge  I  have  quoted  more 
from  the  scriptures  than  from  Dictionaries.  And  the  reason  is 
satisfactory  to  roe,  if  not  to  my  brother  opposite.    It  is  because 

1  have  more  confidence  in  God's  word,  tha!n  man^s  explanations. 
I  would  '^ve  more  for  one  '*  Thus  saith  the  Lord,"  than  all  the 
Dictionaries  ever  made.  Most  of  them  were  compiled  by  men 
under  the  influence  of  what  I  believe  to  be  erroneous  views  of  re- 
ligion ;  and  they  have  made  their  Dictionaries  conform  to  their  pre- 
conceived opinions.  This  is  especially  obvious  in  regard  to  words 
of  uncertain  or  disputed  meaning.  I  would  not  by  any  means  re- 
pudiate Dictionaries  or  Lexicons.  I  give  them  all  the  wei^t  they 
can  legitimately  claim.  But  I  go  to  the  Bible  as  the  best  Diction- 
ary to  teach  us  its  own  meaning.  So  long  as  I  can  explain  scrip- 
ture by  scripture,  I  feel  satisfied. 

The  supposition  of  the  Elder,  that  the  keeper  of  a  prison  should 
draw  up  a  petition  to  the  Governor  for  the  pardon  of  a  convict 
whose  term  of  imprisonment  had  expired,  is  pointless  and  witless. 
It  rests  on  the  old  mistake  which  has  run  through  the  entire  length 
of  his  arguments,  that  pardon  or  forgiveness  is  from  punishment 
— ^whereas  the  Bible  declares  it  is  from  sin.  The  question  whether 
a  discharged  convict  should  be  forgiven  his  crimes — i.  e.  have  the 
remembrance  of  them  blotted  out^  aim  be  restored  to  good  standing 
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IB  eommtinity — would  depend  upon  the  influence  which  hie  im- 
prisonment liad  exerted  upon  him.  If  it  had  brought  him  to  sin- 
cere repentance,  he  shoula  be  forgiven — restored.  But  if  he  came 
forth  unrepenting  and  hardened,  who  will  maintain  he  should  be 
for^iyen,  notwithstanding  he  hiid  been  imprisoned  all  the  law  re- 
quired? 

His  fifteentk  argument  is  built  upon  another  assertion — that  if 
nen  cannot  be  saved  from  punishmentj  they  cannot  be  saved  at 
all,  and  hence  universal  damnation  will  prove  the  doom  of  the 
world !  It  cannot  be  necessary  I  should  spend  a  moment  in  ex- 
vninin^  this  assertion,  for  it  is  not  an  argument.  Salvation  is 
from  stn.  Punishment  is  one  of  the  means  of  salvation.  How 
absard  to  speak  of  saving  men  from  that  which  leads  to  salva- 
tion! 

I  proceed  now  to  urge  another  arg^ument  against  the  affirmative 
of  this  question.  My  friend  complains  I  have  insisted  with  much 
pertinacity,  that  his  doctrine  exerts  an  immoral  influence.  This 
1  hare  done  from  a  deep  and  solemn  conviction  that  such  is  itft 
tendency.  I  now  re-assert  the  position.  I  introduce  it  as  an  ar- 
gument of  the  most  weighty  and  convincing  nature  a^nst  the 
truth  of  the  whole  theory  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  The 
practical  influence  of  the  doctrines  maintained  on  this  subject  by 
clider  Holmes  and  his  Evangelical  co-laborers,  is  to  throw  open  a 
broad  highway  in  which  the  transgressor  can  proceed  to  the  com- 
mission of  crime  at  pleasure  and  with  utter  impunity.  I  insist  it 
is  nrecioely  such  a  doctrine  as  sinful  men  want  and  approbate. 
Ask  them,  and  they  will  tell  you  they  desire  nothing  better. 

Under  the  influence  of  sinful  promptings,  mankind  are  ever 
seeking  to  separate  vnckedness  from  punishment — striving  to  con- 
trive ways  and  means  to  indulge  in  sin,  and  avoid  the  infliction 
of  its  just  penalties.  We  see  all  around  us,  men  plunging  into 
erery  species  of  immorality,  under  the  deceptive  expectation  that 
it  will  make  them  happy,  and  then  struggbng  to  get  away  from 
punishment  To  delude  and  flatter  themselves  that  this  can  be 
done,  they  go  to  work  and  invent  theories,  systems,  doctrines.  A 
great  part  of  the  modern  Evangelical  theories  and  creeds — are  but 
a  grand  contrivance — cunningly  and  adroitly  penned — to  allow 
the  indulgence  of  wicked  passions,  and  to  shift  the  just  punish- 
ment from  the  guilty  to  an  innocent  substitute !  I  regret  exceed- 
ingly that  learned  rrofessors  of  Theology,  Doctors  of  Divinity, 
Ministers  of  the  Gospel,  and  professors  of  religion,  lend  them- 
selves to  such  a  wort — ^I  do  not  say  intentionally,  yet  none  the 
less  certainly.  They  virtually  take  their  place  alongside  the  most 
depraved,  and  insist  that  men  ought  to  be  allowed  to  sin  under 
such  circumstances,  that  they  can  escape  all  punishment !  In- 
stead of  teaching  the  people  the  great  and  salutary  truth,  that  sin 
and  punishment  are  indissolubly  connected,  they  continue  to  pro- 
claim the  most  seductive  and  flattering  error,  that  there  is  a  way 
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expressly  arranged  by  Heaven,  whereby  un  can  be  indulged  in  to 
any  extent,  and  by  an  easy  expedient,  its  penalties  all  avoided ! 

This  system  is  sometimes  denominated  a  way  in  which  God  can 
be  merciful  and  yet  just.  But  its  true  name  should  be — "  A  con- 
trivance to  allow  mankind  to  drink  their  fill  of  sin,  and  still  escape 
all  Jehovah^s  threatened  penalties !"'  I  repudiate  the  whole  ther 
or}r  in  loto !  It  is  false  and  unreal  as  ^*  the  baseless  fabric  of  a 
vision" — and  delusive  and  dangerous  to  the  last  degree.  The 
theory  is  a  great  "  air  castle,"  resting  on — nothing  !  It  is  made 
from  "whole  cloth."  Not  only  does  it  contradict  the  most  plain, 
literal  and  emphatic  language  in  the  Bible,  but  it  violates  all  pro- 
per conceptions  of  propriety  and  justice,  and  wars  against  the 
clearest  dictates  of  common  sense. 

This  theory  necessarily  represents  sin  as  sweet  and  desirable, 
and  as  calculated  to  impart  enjoyment  and  happiness.  I  say  n«- 
e6S5ari/y-— because  the  moment  it  is  allowed  that  sin  is  a  bitttr^ 
an  evi/,  in  itself,  or  that  it  gives  win  aixd  unhappiness,  to  those 
who  are  guilty,  it  would  be  virtually  acknowledgii^  thaUhereis  a 
punishment  connected  with  it,  which  is  unavoiaMe .  llence  we 
often  hear  Evangelical  preachers  speaking  of  the  pleasures  of  sin 
• — the  enjoyments  of  transgressors,  and  the  prosperity  and  happi- 
ness of  the  wicked — ^pointing  to  their  well-filled  barns,  as  my 
friend  opposite  has,  to  prove  that  they  have  no  punishment  in  this 
world !  AH  can  see  how  dangerous  is  this  representation,  how 
immoral  its  tendency,  how  ea^er  the  youthful  and  inexperienced 
will  be  to  follow  the  promptings  of  their  passions,  and  plunge 
into  that  sin  they  are  told  is  so  $wtet<,  and  that  wickedness  which 
is  so  prosperous.  But  when  to  this  most  false  and  dangerous  view 
of  the  nature  of  sin,  is  added  the  gigantic  and  monstrous  error 
for  which  my  opposing  brother  and  aU  the  Evangelical  clergy 
contend  so  strongly,  that  the  sinner  can  easily  be  saved  from  aU 
punishment  justly  due  his  wickedness,  the  work  of  delusion  is 
completed.  So  far  as  their  influence  extends  every  barrier  to  sin 
is  broken  down,  and  millions  plunge  into  wickedness  and  ruin  ! 
And  that  this  theory  is  so  strongly  contended  for  in  public  discus- 
sion— as  on  this  occasion — and  openly  proclaimed  from  the  sacred 
desk,  from  Sabbath  to  Sabbath,  by  learned,  popular,  and  influen- 
tial ministers  of  the  Gospel,  in  the  presence  oi  the  young  and  inex- 
perienced of  both  sexes,  and  has  all  the  solemn  and  weighty 
sanctions  of  a  ])opular  religion,  only  mak^s  the  theory  the  more 
dangerous,  and  its  deleterious  eflects  the  more  wide-spread  and 
deplorable. 

Reflect !  How  can  it  be  otherwise,  than  this  doctrine  should 
be  demoralizing  in  the  extreme  ?  What  more  does  the  sinner  ask : 
what  more  can  he  want  to  encourage  him  in  wicked  practices ! 
lie  is  tempted  to  sin,  and  feels  a  strong  desire  to  give  way  to  that 
temptation.  He  is  told  by  men  of  piety,  learning  and  influence, 
that  to  indulge  in  sin  is  to  enjoy  happiness  and  prosperity — that 
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the  wicked  do  not  know  they  are  punished  in  this  world,  and  that 
there  is  a  way  provided  whereby  they  can  escape  from  every 
particle  of  the  punishment  God  has  threatened  against  sin  here- 
after !  What  more  can  be  said,  to  encourage  men  to  commit  sin  ? 
What  effect  would  it  have  in  human  governments,  should  legis- 
lators enact  laws,  providing  that  all  criminals  should  be  punished 
ftniea  they  repented  of  their  crimes ;  but  that  if  they  would  re- 
pent, they  should  be  pardoned  from  all  punishment,  and  an  inno- 
cent substitute  should  satisfy  the  penalty  of  the  law  ?  All  must 
■ee  that  such  a  law  would  be  destructive,  even  in  human  govern- 
ments. How  is  it  possible  that  it  can  be  salutary,  in  a  divine  go- 
vernment ! 

What  has  been  the  practical  effect  of  this  theory  upon  the  com- 
munity at  lar^e  ?  It  has  allured  millions  into  wicked  practices, 
and  is  still  doing  the  same  abhorrent  work  every  hour.  It  has 
encouraged  to  all  sinful  acts  ever  committed  on  earth.  This  very 
doctrine  was  the  lying  sermon  preached  to  our  first  parents.  "  Ye 
shall  no^  surely  die" — ^there  is  a  way  provided  wherebyye  may 
commit  sin,  and  be  saved  from  its  just  punishment ! !  That  was 
the  theology  proclaimed  by  the  serpent  to  Adam  and  Eve.  It  was 
a  great  falsehood,  .and  they  found  it  to  be  so.  And  from  that  day 
to  this,  it  has  hee^  the  delusion  which  has  led  men  to  the  perpe- 
tratiofi  of  all  crime !  No  man  ever  committed  a  wilful  and  known 
fiin,  except  under  the  direct  influence  of  one  or  both  of  these  two 
errors,  viz : — ^That  wickedness  affords  pleasure,  and  that  just  and 
deserved  punishment  may  be  escaped.  Go  to  our  prisons,  our  peni- 
tentiaries, our  jails — go  to  the  sinks  of  pollution,  the  haunts  of 
licentioasness — ask  their  inmates  why  they  pursue  their  reckless 
career  of  wickedness  'J  Without  an  exception,  they  will  return 
the  same  answer :  ^^  I  believed  sin  would  make  me  truly  happy, 
and  that  I  could  escape  its  punishment !" 

It  is  true,  the  advocates  of  this  theory,  have  much  to  say  in  re- 
gard to  punishments.  They  warn  the  sinner  of  great,  appalling 
and  endless  tortures.  Much  of  their  time  is  spent  in  dwelling  on 
these  punishments,  and  in  exhorting  the  wicked  to  flee  from  the 
wrath  to  come,  in  another  world.  But  of  what  avail  is  all  this, 
on  the  great  mass  of  the  sinful  ?  How  can  it  restrain  them  from 
wick€»dness  ?  Punishment  is  put  afar  off— in  an  unseen  and  wn- 
knoum  world — and  abundant  opportunity  is  furnished  to  avoid  it 
entirely.  This  way  of  escape,  neutralizes  all  the  influence  which 
the  threatened  penalty  might  otherwise  exert.  Sinners  are  taught 
there  is  no  punishment  here — or  so  little  that  the  wicked  do  not 
know  when  it  is  inflicted — but  that  all  punishment  is  hereafter  ! 
At  the  same  time  they  are  instructed  that  religion,  the  gospel,  the 
death  and  atonement  of  Christ,  are  designed  express!}^  to  enable 
them  to  escape  that  hereafter  punishment.  All  restraint  is  thus 
taken  away.  When  they  give  way  to  temptation  they  keep  their 
«  eyca  fixed*  not  on  the  far  o%  endless  punishment,  which  they  be- 
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Were  exists  in  another  worlds  but  on  the  itay  of  ESCAPE  from  if  ! 
Of  this  way  of  escape,  they  mean  in  due  time  to  avail  themselves « 
By  this,  alas!  thejr  are  allnred  to  transgression.  The  wicked 
man  sees  he  may  sin  with  a  high  hand — ran  a  reckless  career  ia 
crime — indulge  in  every  species  of  wickedness— lie,  steal,  rob, 
defraud,  plunire  into  licentiousness,  hot  in  pollution — ^yea,  even 
stain  his  hands  in  the  heart*s  blood  of  his  brother  man,  and  yet 
at  the  last  hour,  while  standing  on  the  gallows  even,  by  repeti' 
tance,  may  escape  with  perfect  mipunity,  all  punishment  hereaf- 
ter! Aye,  he  is  taught,  that,  swinging  from  the  gallows,  under 
such  circumstances,  be  ascends  up  to  glory,  to  shout  hallelujah, 
with  the  highest  angels  around  God's  throne;  while  periiaps,  the 
poor  victim  he  kill^  in  an  instant,  giving  him  no  opportunity  to 
repent,  has  gone  down  to  hell,  to  be  tormented  by  demons  forever 
and  ever ! !  And  this  is  really  some  men's  idea  of  mond  restraint, 
God*s  justice,  and  the  operation  of  a  perfect  rovemment 

Brciher  Moderators:  There  is,  there  can  be,  no  moral  restraint 
in  this  doctrine.  I  do  not  wonder  my  brother  seeks  to  prevent  my 
dwelling  on  this  feature  of  his  system.  I  would  if  I  were  he.  But 
I  deem  it  my  duty  to  expose  the  demoralizing  tendency  of  this  the- 
ory. I  regret  that  I  am  compelled  to  do  it,  and  I  deeply  sympa- 
thize with  Elder  Holmes,  when  he  is  made  to  look  the  immoral  in- 
fluence of  modem  Evangelism  directly  in  the  face.  Yet  I  am  un- 
der solemn  obligation  to  call  the  attentinn  of  community  to  this 
marked  and  fatu  defect  of  the  system  which  is  strangely  denomina- 
ted orthodox. 

Compare  the  moral  inflaence  of  the  two  systems.  Here  is  a  man 
tempted  to  sin.  He  is  inclined  to  give  way  to  the  temptation,  and 
looks  round  for  encoura^ment.  He  inquires  of  Universalism, 
what  will  be  the  effect  of  indulging  in  crime  ?  That  S3r8tem  assures 
him  there  is  no  pleasure  in  sin—tnat  in  its  very  nature,  and  in  all 
its  influences,  it  is  a  bitter  evil — that  its  whole  effect  on  the  heart 
and  life,  is  injurious  and  destructive — ^that  **  the  way  of  the  trans- 
gressor is  hard :"  (Prov.  xiii.  15)^  that  his  path  is  dark,  dreary,  full 
of  thorns,  brambles,  and  poisonous  weeds,  and  infested  with  en- 
venomed reptiles  and  deadly  adders — ^that  so  long  as  he  walks  there- 
in, he  must  unavoidably  experience  pain  and  wretehednets — and  im- 
presses on  his  Dbind  the  deep  conviction  that  sin  and  misery  tire  in- 
ssparably  connected,  being  m  fact,  united  by  cause  and  effect,  which 
no  human  art  can  separate.  With  such  a  prospect  in  view,  he  sees 
no  encouragement  to  sin,  and  turns  to  the  modern  Evangelical  sys- 
tem. How  different  the  representation.  This  teaches  him  there  is 
enjoyment  in  sin — that  it  is  calculated  to  make  men  happy  while 
indulging  in  it— and  to  satisfy  him  of  it,  points  to  the  bams  of  the 
vfickA  filled  with  grain,  and  insists  if  they  receive  any  punishment 
in  this  life,  it  is  so  light  they  are  not  aware  of  it !  The  pathway 
of  the  wicked  is  described  as  smooth  and  pleasant — there  the  sun 
always  shines  brightly— the  flowers  bloom— the  birds  sing— tiM 
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trees  of  wickedness  bend  with  golden  delicioas  fruit !  All  is  bright- 
ness, all  is  happiness.  So  far  as  this  world  is  concerned,  the 
wa^  of  sin  is  the  place  to  find  pleasure  and  enjoy  life !  True,  it  is 
insisted  that  the  flowery  road  of  sin,  leads  to  a  dark  and  dreadful 
gulf,  in  another  state  of  existence,  into  which  the  transgressor  will 
assuredly  fall,  and  be  tossed  on  fiery  billows  forever,  IF  he  does 
not  tarn  to  God  But  he  is  told  that  all  along  this  beautiful  road, 
there  branch  numerous  paths  of  repentance^  which  lead  directly  to 
safety,  and  that  at  any  time,  he  can  escape  through  them — avoid 
the  gulph  of  perdition,  and  ascend  up  to  heaven  ! ! 

I  ask  the  candid  portion  of  this  audience,  which  of  these  repre- 
sentations, would  be  most  likely  to  lead  the  tempted  man  into  wick- 
edness— and  which  the  most  calculated  to  restrain  him  ?  One  im- 
portant fact  throws  much  light  on  the  subject,  and  will  greatly  aid 
in  deciding  this  inquiry.  Take  the  map  of  the  world — point  to  the 
spot  on  the  globe  where  doctrines  which  teach  escape  from  punish- 
ment, moff  generally  prevail — and  that  will  be  a  community  where 
the  mass  ef  the  people,  are  the  most  immoral  and  depraved  among 
men !  Point  to  a  place  where  those  doctrines  are  tne  most  gene- 
rally repudiated,  and  where  belief  in  the  certainty  of  punishment  is 
the  prevailing  sentiment,  and  there  the  people  will  be  found  the 
most  moral,  pure,  and  upright !     I  challenge  the  investigation  ! ! 

It  is  the  solemn  conviction  of  my  heart,  that  those  denominations 
who  virtually  encourage  men  into  wickedness  by  continually  pro^ 
daiming  and  insisting  that  punishment  can  be  easily  escaped,  are 
held  responsible  by  Jehovah  for  the  deleterious  effect  of  this  theo- 
ry on  the  world !  I  believe  he  will  enter  into  judgment  with  them, 
for  the  great  evil  they  are  infiictinff  on  society.  Yea,  he  has  already 
commenced  his  reckoning  with  them.  I  see  it  in  the  low  state  of 
religion,  the  indifference,  the  deadness,,  which  prevail  in  their 
mi£t !  I  see  it  in  the  divisions  which  are  tearing  them  asunder 
I  see  it  in  the  fact  that  some  of  the  largest  of  these  sects  are  rapidly 
decreasing — and  that  to  which  Elder  Holmes  belongs,  the  most  ra- 
pidly of  any !  I  plainly  behold  "  Mrne,  mbne,  tckel,  uphar- 
*rs  V  written  all  over  the  walls  of  their  spiritual  edifice ! !  They 
have  been  weighed  in  the  balance  and  found  wanting! ! — t^*^^ 
expired. 

[UR.  HOLMES^  EIGHTH  SPEECH.] 

Gendemen  Moderators,^ — If  Mr.  Austin  has  in  reserve,  other 
arguments  than  those  alr^dy  presented,  I  wish  to  call  his  atten- 
tion to  that  rule  of  the  discussion  which  requires  that  no  new 
ai?aments  be  presented  in  the  closing  speech  by  either  party.  To 
oner  additional  arguments  in  a  closing  speech  would  conflict  with 
this  rule,  besides  being  an  act  of  injustice  to  the  opposing  dispu- 
tant, as  he  can  have  no  opportunity  to  reply. 

He  has  read  to  us  in  substance  the  same  essays  three  or  four 
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times  over— though  not  always  in  the  same  phraseology.  To 
these  dessertations,  I  have  as  often  replied,  in  a  ma;iner  that  has 
satisfied  the  candid  portion  of  this  assembly:  and  yet  nearly  aa 
often  as  he  speaks,  he  brings  forward  the  same  matter  again,  witii 
as  much  apparent  assurance,  as  though  nothing  had  been  said  in 
reply.  The  gentleman  ought  to  know,  if  he  does  not,  that  four- 
fifths,  if  not  seven-eighths  of  all  he  has  said  during  the  last  fifteen 
minutes  is  utterly  false.  I  mean,  not  to  charge  him  with  inten^ 
tioiuU  falsehood,  but  that  the  iacts  in  the  case  do  not  justify  hia 
conclusions.  Of  a  man  of  his  standing,  talent,  and  means  of  in- 
formation, it  was  reasonable  to  suppose  he  would  be  more  candid 
than  to  indulge  in  such  misrepresentations.  I  am  sorry  he  has 
found  it  necessary  to  take  such  an  uncandid  course,  because 
such  a  course  imposes  upon  me  the  very  disagreeable  task  of  en- 
tering into  details  which  I  hoped  to  avoid — of  giving  a  compara- 
tive view  of  the  morality  of  Universalism. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  book  written  by  Matthew  Hale  Smith, 
twelve  years  a  Universalist  preacher ;  and  were  I  disposed  to  act 
on  the  principle  of  retaliation,  I  could  produce  from  it  facts  and 
circumstances  which  would  cause  my  friend  to  blush — if  he  is 
susceptible  of  this  outward  proof  of  inward  shame.  I  know  that 
after  the  most  strenuous  efforts  to  prevent  his  renunciation  of 
Universalism,  Mr.  Smith  is  now  denounced  as  anything  but  a  de- 
cent man :  but  as  denunciation  is  no  part  of  argument,  the  facts 
he  has  collected  remain  as  proof  positive  of  the  immoral  tendency 
and  fruits  of  that  theory,  wbich  through  prejudice  and  false  edu- 
cation, he  was  induced  to  advocate  for  twelve  years. 

The  declamatory  assertions  of  my  friend  respecting  the  immoral 
tendency  of  the  doctrine  I  advocate  in  this  (uscussion,  have  not 
a  single  fact  to  support  them.  Does  he  mean  to  institute  a  com- 
parison in  a  moral  and  religious  sense,  between  the  Universalists 
as  a  people,  and  the  orthodox  churches  of  the  day  ?  It*were  an  in- 
sult to  the  good  sense  of  this  audience  to  attempt  a  formal  defence  of 
the  Evangelical  churches  from  the  conclusion  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished by  such  a  comparison.  That  there  are  bad  men  in  all  com- 
munions, mav  be  admitted  without  reflecting  at  all  upon  the  moral 
tendency  of  the  doctrinal  peculiarities  of  those  communions.  The 
native  corruption  of  the  heart  when  yielded  to,  often  prompts  men 
to  break  through  all  moral  restraints,  and  indulge  in  vice.  In 
this  case  they  are  vicious  in  spite  of  the  restraining,  moral  influ- 
ence of  their  doctrine.  As  the  doctrine  they  embrace,  condemns 
their  course,  and  denounces  against  them  punishment  in  this  life, 
and  that  to  come — ^their  corruption  is  chargeable  to  themselves, 
not  to  their  creed. 

This,  however,  is  not  true  of  Universalists  and  Universalism. 
The  Universalist  is  quite  willing  to  dare  the  retributions  of  God 
in  this  world,  it  does  not  appear  that  they  exert  anjr  restraining 
influence  upon  his  mind;  and  as  for  the  future,  it  is  a  general 
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propondon  of  tli«  syeiem  in  which  he  confides,  that  meo  are  nei- 
ther better  nor  worse  in  the  future  state,  /or  their  conduct  in  this 
life.  There  is  really  no  moral  influence  in  Universalism,  which 
does,  or  can  form,  and  establish  a  virtuous  character.  I  have  called 
upon  my  friend  to  produce  a  single  clear  case  of  reformation  by  the 
influence  of  the  dogma  for  which  he  contends  in  this  discussion  : 
bat  he  has  not  done  so— nor  can  he.  On  the  contrary,  I  have  in 
my  mind  now,  many  with  whom  I  am  personally  acquainted, 
whose  names  I  could  announce,  were  it  proper  to  do  so,  who,  the 
moment  they  embraced  Universalism,  ceased  the  duty  of  prayer, 
ceased  regarding  the  Sabbatk  with  reverence,  ceased  to  fear  God  or 
keep  his  commandments,  ana  gave  free  and  unrestrained  indulgence 
to  the  passions  of  their  depraved  hearts.  To  be  a  christian,  a  man 
roost  repent,  forsake  sin,  resist  temptation,  den^  himself  and  take 
up  his  cross,  and  follow  Christ  in  the  regeneration ;  he  must  main- 
tain his  christian  character  by  constant  faith  and  prayer — but  in 
being  a  Universalist,  he  may  cast  off  fear  and  restrain  prayer :  he 
may  roll  sin  as  a  sweet  morsel  under  his  tongue,  and  float  down 
the  stream  of  natural  passion  and  propensity ;  and  his  theory  assures 
him  he  is  perfectly  secure  from  consequences  with  respect  to  a 
f ntare  state,  and  if  be  is  visited  for  his  sinful  indulgence  in  this  life, 
his  punishment  will  be  in  no  sense  an  evil,  but  a  wholesome  medicine 
to  cure  bis  disease.  Such  is  the  difference  between  Universalism 
and  the  true  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  No  wonder  that  so 
many  ungodly  men,  love  the  doctrines  of  Universalism. 

The  prmciples  for  which  I  contend  here  have  been  so  repeatedly 
perverted  by  my  friend,  and  I  have  called  his  attention  to  the  fact 
so  often  to  no  purpose,  that  I  am  compelled  to  believe  he  does  it 
lor  the  purpose  of  presenting  a  false  issue  to  the  congregation, 
and  thus  diverting  their  attention  from  the  real  merits  of  the  ^ues- 
tioa.  I  have  contended  here,  as  does  the  Bible,  Jhat  the  world  it  in  a 
state  of  death ;  a  state  from  which  they  cannot  recover  themselves ; 
and  that  it  was  the  object  of  the  atonement  to  remove  the  obstacles 
to  homan  salvation.  Not  to  save  men  from  punishment  for  vol- 
untary sins,  eommitt  m1  hj  presuming  upon  divine  goodness,  and 
on  supposition  that  God  is  bound  to  forgive  those  sins  because 
Christ  has  died ;  but  to  save  them  from  that  condition  in  which  they 
tKTt  lod,  and  must  have  continued  so,  without  the  atonement.  It 
is  true,  the  gospel  makes  provision  for  the  forgiveness  of  personal 
traiMgresston,  when  the  sinner  yields  to  its  clums,  and  repents ; 
but  it  ^Obrds  no  promise  that  those  who  reject  the  offers  of  ^present 
salvation,  shall  ever  be  savel  at  all.  Hence  those  who  continue 
in  sin,  because  they  love  it,  after  the  offer  of  salvation  is  made  to 
thea,  and  with  the  expectation  of  future  repentance  and  salvation, 
do  so  at  the  peril  of  their  souls.  Mr.  Austin  savs,  that  on  my  the- 
ory, men  are  not  punished  in  this  life.  But  this  is  not  true.  I 
kare  repeatedly  shown,  that  my  theory  embraces  all  the  punish- 
— nt  in  this  life,  which  he  himself  claims  as  due  the  sinner.    So 
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that  if  punishment  be  a  motive  to  deter  from  sin,  it  is  as  ttrosr  in 
my  theory,  as  his,  even  in  this  world ;  besides,  on  mj  principles, 
the  motive  is  strengthened  a  hundred  fold,  bv  extendin^^  God's  re- 
tribative  administration  into  eternity.  I  say  that  this  life  is  a  slate 
of  retribution ;  and  that  God  gives  the  sinner  frequently  in  this  life, 
the  first  fruits  of  eternal  perdition,  and  that  these  Jirst  fruits  em- 
brace all  that  my  friend  contends  for,  as  punishment  in  full  for  the 
sinner's  crimes. 

In  his  argument  on  the  subject  of  pardon  and  forgiveness,  Mr. 
Austin  says,  the  error  in  my  use  of  these  words,  consists  in  taking 
their  meaning,  as  it  is  understood  in  it^ application  to  human  gov- 
ernments.    But  how  does  it  appear  that  this  is  an  error  ?    Let  the 

Gentleman  tell  us  if  he  can,  how  we  are  to  form  our  views  of  the 
ivine  government,  if  not  from  the  analogy  of  human  governments. 
Human  governments,  as  authorised  by  the  Deity,  in  connection 
with  the  revelation  of  his  word,  furnish  all  the  information  within 
our  reach,  respecting  the  nature  of  the  divine  government.  If  my 
friend  has  any  other  source  of  information  let  him  present  it.  God 
reveals  himself  to  us,  as  lawgiver.  King,  Ruler,  Governor:  he 
speaks  of  punishing  and  rewarding,  pardoning  and  forgiving ;  and 
where  is  the  proof  that  these  terms  are  not  to  be  understood  in  their 
common  acceptation  ?  The  only  difference  I  can  conceive  of,  is  in 
the  comparative  perfection  of  :he  divine  and  human  governments. 
God  and  his  government  are  perfect  and  changeless ;  man  and  his 
government,  imperfect  and  mutable.  If  Mr.  Austin  has  any  far- 
ther light  on  this  subject,  I  hope  he  will  let  it  shine.  Pardon  is 
pardon,  and  forgiveness  is  forgiveness,  and  their  nature  is  the  same 
whether  in  the  divine  or  human  administration.  The  terms  may, 
or  may  not  be  properly  applied,  but  the  idea  conveyed  by  pardon 
and  forgiveness,  is  perfect  in  itself,  and  is  the  same  in  the  govern- 
ment^of  God,  and  the  governments  of  men.  The  meaning  of  these 
words  is  always  ant  every  where,  the  same.  Let  Mr.  Austin  dis- 
prove this  if  he  can. 

My  friend  represents  punishment  in  the  light  of  medicine,  inten- 
ded only  for  the  cure  of  the  sinner's  disease^*'  in  no  sense  an  evil*' 
&c.  What  a  powerful  motive  tiiis  must  furnish  to  deter  from  sin  ! 
A  medicine !  I  And  on  the  principles  of  Universalism,  this  medi- 
cine is  made  necessary  by  the  direct  act  of  the  Almighty.  Mr. 
Austin  in  the  Universalist  Expositor  says,  **  sin  proceeds  from  the 
bodily  constitution,  not  from  the  mind  or  soul.**  God  has  made 
man  subject  to  vanity  not  willingly,  that  is,  he  has  given  him  such 
a  physical  constitution,  that  sin  is  the  necessary  consequence;  sin 
is  the  sickness,  punishment  the  medicine  to  eff*ect  a  cure,  and  both 
are  the  result  of  God's  arbitrary  act  i?o  my  friend  teaches,  and 
such  is  the  teaching  of  his  brethren ;  that  God  administers  punish- 
ment to  counteract  the  natural  and  necessary  consequences  of  the 
physical  constitution.     Query :   Does  the  medicine  ever  eflfect  « 
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tore  >    If  it  does,  does  it  change  the  original  eonstitntion  of  man's 
physical  nature  ? 

Now  as  Christ  came  to  sare  men  from  their  sins,  how  does  he 
effect  this  work,  if  it  is  effected  by  pnnishment  Besides,  what  a 
degrading  Tiew  this  notion  obliges  as  to  take  of  the  character  and 
work  of  Christ  t  What  an  exalted  personage  Christ  most  be,  and 
how  exalted  the  work,  to  save  men  from  certain  physical  obUqai- 
ties,  made  necessar^r  by  the  creating  act  of  God !  1  Where  is  the 
moral  inflaence  of  his  8afferings,the  moral  effect  of  the  atonement  ? 
What  has  moral  means  to  do  with  physical  laws,  and  their  e^cts  ? 
The  legitimate  conclosionfL  flowing  from  the  premises  of  Universa- 
lism,  leave  nothing  for  a  Savior  to  do:  hence  it  has  become  qnite 
common  with  the  teachers  of  that  school,  to  dispense  with  Christ 
in  all  hot  the  name,  and  build  their  system  of  salvation  on  gronnd 
independent  of  the  gospel.  For  illustration  I  refer  you  to  a  fact. 
Not  lon^  since,  at  a  Convention  of  Universalists  held  in  one  of  the 
Eastern  States,  a  discussion  sprang  up,  and  continued  several  days, 
on  the  question — whether  it  was  necessary  that  a  minister  of  the 
gospel  should  believe  the  Bible  account  of  the  character  and  mira- 
cles of  Christ  After  an  excited  debate,  it  was  finally  resolved,  by 
how  mach  majority  we  are  not  told,  that  to  be  a  minister  of  the 
gospel,  it  is  necessary  to  believe  what  the  Bible  says  of  Chrisf  s 
character  and  miracles.  Hence  it  appears,  that  after  fifty  years  or 
more  of  the  existence  of  Universalism  in  this  country,  the  question 
referred  to,  remains  unsettled.  When  we  hear  a  Universalist 
preach,  we  don't  know  whether  he  believes  the  Bible  account  of 
Christ  or  not  The  discussion  referred  to  above  was  lengthy 
and  exciting:  there  must  therefore,  have  been  a  respectable  mi- 
nority to  say  the  least,  who  did  not  then,  and  do  not  now,  think 
it  necessary  to  believe  the  Bible  account  of  Christ  and  his  miracles, 
in  order  to  be  a  minister  of  the  gospel.  **  O  temporaf  O  mores."* 
Here  we  see  the  infidel  character  and  tendency  of  that  theory  of 
which  the  gentleman  seems  proud  to  be  an  advocate.  In  this  case 
the  cloven  foot  is  uncoverdl.  But  after  all,  those  who,  in  the  con- 
vention, maintained  the  negative  of  the  question,  were  clearly  in 
the  right,  that  is,  their  conclusion  was  legitimate  from  the  premises 
of  Universalism.  Deny  the  divinity  of  Christ — the  vicarious  na- 
ture of  his  atonement — give  every  man  the  power  to  atone  for  his 
own  sins  by  personal  suffering,  and  the  cable  is  slipped,  and  there 
is  really  no  stopping  place  for  the  mind,  until  it  is  launched  upon 
the  broad  sea  of  universal  scepticism.  This  fact  might  be  illustra- 
ted by  doxens  and  scores  of  examples,  that  have  occurred  in  the 
history  of  Universalism.  As  to  the  moral  influence  of  this  theory, 
as  compared  with  Evangelical  truth,  it  is  enough  to  settle  this  ques- 
tion, to  know  that  to  be  a  Christian,  a  man  must  **  crucify  the  flesh 
with  its  affections  and  lusts,"  he  must  engage  in,  and  prosecute  a 
warbre,  against  the  world,  the  fle^,  and  the  devil,  and  **  purify 
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liimself  evm  at  Christ  is  pvre;**  b«t  no^in^  like  tins  is  neceanry 
to  be  a  Universalist.  If  he  is  a  moral  man,  well  and  good  :  if  he  is 
immoral,  all  the  same.  He  may  belieye  little  or  much  ol  the  Bible, 
as  best  suits  his  purpose ;  he  may  avoid,  hate,  and  abhor,  every 
appearance  of  a  religioos  life — he  may  substitate  sweariag  for  pray- 
ing— and  still,  if  he  disbelieves  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishmentf 
he  is  a  good  Universalist. 

I  have  already  admitted  that  there  are  some  moral  Universalkta, 
in  the  eomman  acceptation  of  the  term,  though  they  are  so  in  spite 
of  the  tendencies  of  their  system.  Bat  as  regards  practical  reli- 
gtoB,  self-denial,  prayer,  the  devotion  of^he  heart  to  God,  and  other 
reli^oas  daties  which  have  God  for  their  object,  and  holiness  for 
their  fruits,  and  mnst  be  maintained  if  at  all,  in  spite  of  the  vtcions 
tendency,  and  natural  depravity  of  the  heart :  no  one  expects  Uni- 
verMdism  to  bear  such  fruit  nor  is  any  one  disappointed  or  sur- 
prised when  he  sees  Universalists  cut  looae  from  all  restraints,  and 
live  in  utter  disregard  of  religious  obligation.  The  vicious  influ- 
ence of  Universal&M,  ie  one  of  that  class  of  facts,  established  by 
general  observation,  the  plainness  and  poiitiveness  of  which,  caii- 
not  be  increased  by  argument. 

The  gentleman  talks  of  the  distraction  and  division  of  my  deno- 
mination. Well — **  first  pure,  then  peaceable,"  is  the  doctrine  of 
seriptare.  If  my  denonnnation  has  admitted  any  degree  of  error, 
I  go  for  such  agitation  as  will  purge  out  the  old  leaven,  and  restore 
the  church  to  its  original  purity.  Methodists  have  their  rdi^ns 
views  and  their  standard  of  morality,  clearly  defined,  and  published 
to  the  world ;  hence  it  is  an  easy  matter  to  detect  departures  from 
the  old  landmarks,  and  as  easy  to  tell  when  the  defection  is  cured. 
I  rejoice  to  know  that  our  activity  and  zeal  for  God  and  truth,  has 
hitherto  kept  us  from  religious  stagnation,  and  consequent  corrup- 
tion. 

But  how  is  it  with  the  gentleman's  fraternity  ?  Is  there  do  dis- 
traction there  ?  Will  he  tell  us  how  many  parties  there  are  in  his 
brotherhood,  whose  distin^shing  characteristics  consist  in  the 
comparative  distance  at  which  they  are  removed  from  Bible  truth  ? 
Will  he  tell  us  how  manv  stand  points  these  various  parties  have, 
between  orthodoxy  and  broad  Atheism  ?  No,  my  friend  will  not 
lift  the  veil  and  ^ive  us  a  view  of  that  incongruous  medley,  whose 
only  bond  of  union  consists  in  a  disbelief  oi  the  doctrine  of  endless 
perdition  for  the  ungodly.  And  for  this  state  of  things  I  see  no 
possible  r^edy,  without  the  destruction  of  the  whole  superstruc- 
ture. Universalism  is  out  upon  the  sea  of  skepticism  without  a 
rudder  or  compass,  and  ^s  some  of  its  crafts  have  already  dashed 
upon  the  rocks  of  inftdelity,  a  similar  destruction  awaits  the  whole 
fleet,  unless  in  some  way,  Ihey  shall  manage  to  return  to  the  star- 
tine  point,  and  take  truth  for  their  pilot,  and  Christ,  the  divine 
and  eternal  son  of  God  for  their  captain.  But  to  drop  the  figure. 
iTniirersalism  has  no  published  or  acknowledged  standard  of  moral* 
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&lf,  er  rdigums  Muf,  Now  and  then  a  few  tndiyidtids  convene 
and  {mt  forth  a  few  general  propositions,  admitting  as  man  j  eon- 
stnctions  as  there  are  different  tastes  and  yiews  among  them.  But 
these  proceedings  are  looked  upon  as  a  woric  of  snperronition,  and 
regarded  as  wholly  irresponsible  by  the  denomination  at  huge.  As 
UniTersalism  has  no  standard  of  doctrine  or  morality,  so,  they  have 
no  chur(h  duciviine.  Hence  we  nerer  hear  of  expulsions  from  the 
brotherhood  ot  Uniyersalists,  either  for  heresy  or  immorality.  Oc^ 
casionally  they  withdraw  fellowship  from  a  preacher,  whose  infi- 
ilelt^  and  immorality  has  become  too  rank  and  glaring  to  be  tole- 
rated by  the  better  sort  of  people  among  them ;  but  who  ever  hfmid 
of  their  expelling  a  laymen  by  any  formal  act  of  church  discipline, 
either  for  heresy  or  immorality  ?  It  is  possible  such  a  thing  may 
have  been  done,  but  the  first  case  of  the  kind  has  yet  to  come  to 
mj  knowledge !  I  repeat  it,  Universalism  is  a  system  of  unbelief 
— it  stands  not  upon  amtmaHipe  pr«pocit»ODS — ^its  only  principle  of 
QBity  consists  in  aabeeriyiig  negattves. 

Mr.  Austin  objects  to  my  theory  on  the  ground  that  it  allows  the 
skmer  to  escape  punishment  on  repentance.  But  I  would  ask  if 
this  is  not  precisely  the  ground  he  has  contended  for  in  every 
speech  he  has  made.  He  nas  taught  us  that  God  punbhes  only  to 
produce  repentance — diat  the  sinner  only  deserves  that  amount  of 
punishment  which  will  create  renentance — that  when  he  repents  he 
ceases  to  be  punished — and  finaUy,  that  repentance  is  pumshment* 
and  yet  he  objects  that  I  aUow  the  sinner  to  escape  punishment  on 
condition  of  repentance.  How  logioaU  how  beautifully  consistent 
his  course  of  argumentation  appears ! ! ! 

Mr.  Austin  1ms  referred  to,  and  attempted  to  explain  awaj  the 
passa^  in  Rom.  iii.  24,  quoted  by  me  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  vicarious  atonement  of  Christ ;  but  he  has  failed  entirely.  In- 
deed that  passage  cannot  be  explained  away,  h  is  one  of  the  bul- 
warks of  that  truth  for  which  I  contend — a  standing  refutation  of 
all  skeptical  views  of  Christ  and  bis  atonement  **Being^  justified 
freely  bv  his  grace,  through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Christ  Jesus, 
whom  Uod  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation,  through  faith  in  his 
blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that 
are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God ;  to  declare  I  say  at  thu 
time  his  righteousness :  that  he  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  o 
him  that  believeth  in  Jesus.'* 

This  naragraph  sets  forth  three  things,  all  wluch  unitejin  oon 
firming  the  doctrine  of  a  vicarious  atonement 

1.  Ine  justification  of  the  sinner  is  an  acf  qf  grau.  *' Being 
justified  freely  by  his  grace." 

2.  As  an  act  of  the  divine  administration,  it  is  also  wa  act  of 
juetice.  "  That  he  might  be  ju^  and  the  justifier  of  him  that  be- 
lieveth .•*  It  is  no  infraction  of  the  justice  of  God ;  it  requires 
no  abatement  of  the  claims  of  law,  to  remit  the  sins  of  the  guilty. 
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3.  The  claims  of  justice  are  harmonized  with  the  work  of  mercy t 
in  extending  pardon  to  the  guilty.  How  ?  **  Through  the  redemp* 
tion  that  is  in  Christ  Jesus,  whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  pro- 

J  vitiation,  through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness 
or  the  ECMissioM  of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of 
God.*" 

Mercy  finds  the  channel  of  divine  favor  open  to  the  lost  sinner, 
through  the  redeeminsp  blood  of  Christ.  Justice  points  to  the  pro- 
pitiatory death  and  blood  of  Christ,  as  the  satisfaction  of  its  de- 
mands, while  the  sword  is  sheathed,  and  a  dispensation  of  grace 
is  granted  to  a  guilty  world.  **  Mercy  and  truth  are  met  together : 
righteousness  and  peace  have  kissed  each  other."  O  wonderful 
plan !  *'  0  the  depth  of  the  riches  both  of  the  wisdom  a&d  of  the 
knowledge  of  God!  r 

(*  Here  the  whole  Deitj  is  known, 

Nor  doe*  a  er eataxe  gnees, 
Which  of  Uie  gloriee  brifhteet  riionoi 

The  justice  or  the  grace." 

The  gentleman  says  justification  is  a  heathen  doctrine.  If  he 
means  to  say  that  this  doctrine  exists  among  the  heathen  in  connec- 
tion with  sacrificial  worship,  I  will  not  dispute  it.  This  fact  is  a 
confirmation  of  its  truth.  It  may  be  regarded  as  the  relict  of  that 
ancient  system  of  worship  established  by  God  himself,  intended  to 
prefigure  the  sacrificial  atonement  of  Christ,  and  under  which  Abel 
acted  when  he  **  offered  a  more  acceptable  sacrifice  than  Cain." 
This  original  system  of  worship,  and  method  of  approach  to  God» 
has  never  since  been  lost  sight  of  entirely,  even  by  the  heathen 
world.  It  was  re-established  in  the  covenant  with  Noah — in  the 
covenant  with  Abram ;  and  the  Mosaic  economy  was  intended  to 
perfect  the  arrangement,  and  keep  it  alive  untiU  Christ  should 
make  his  appearance,  and  put  away  sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  himself. 
He  became  ••  the  end  of  this  law  for  righteousness" — "  Behold  the 
lamb  of  God  that  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world."  The  hea- 
then, through  ignorance  and  corruption,  perverted  the  doctrine ;  but 
the  fact  that  they  had  it  in  any  form,  is  proof  of  its  truth,  since  its 
existence  among  them  can  only  be  explained  on  supposition  that  it 
was  a  feature  oJt  that  system  of  worship,  originally  established  by 
the  Deity.  There  can  therefore  be  no  valid  objection  to  the  doc- 
trine, arising  from  the  fact  that  it  is  found  among  heathen. 

The  gentleman  also  asserts  that  justification  by  the  atonement  of 
Christ,  was  unknown  for  the  first  200  years  after  Christ.  In  this 
declaration  he  assumes  what  he  ought  to  prove,  viz :  that  the  doc- 
trine is  not  taueht  in  the  Bible.  That  it  is  taught  there  I  have 
shown  abundantly.  If  the  Bible  was  known  for  the  first  200  years, 
then  this  doctrine  was  known.  But  if  this  doctrine  should  not  be 
found  stated  and  defended  in  a  formal  manner  in  any  pn>duction  of 
the  fathers  of  the  age  referred  to,  this  cannot  be  proof  against  i(» 
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becaase  most  of  the  writings  of  that  age  hare  perished — onlv  a 
lew  fragments  have  come  down  to  us.  Moreover,  this  and  otner 
fandamental  doctrines  were  not  called  in  question  during  that  age, 
hence  would  not  be  likely  to  be  stated  in  a  very  formal  manner. 
Mosheim  says  that  during  the  first  ages  of  the  church,  **  there  was 
not  the  least  controversy  about  the  capital  doctrines  of  Christian- 
ity." I  ttiink  however,  had  I  Eusebius*  work  here,  I  could  pro- 
duce passages  which  would  show  that  the  gentleman  has  reckoned 
without  his  host.  I  know  that  he  uses  language  from  which  the  doc- 
trine under  consideration  may  be  fairly  inferred — such  as,  **  Christ 
the  Redtaner  cfsoulst"  Sfc. 

I  will  now  employ  the  few  minutes  of  my  time  yet  remaining,  in 
recapitulating  my  arguments.  The  question  is.  Does  gospel  salva- 
tion embrace  deliverance  fromyti^f  and  deserved  punishment. 

In  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question  I  have  presented 
fifteen  arguments. 

1.  Argument  based  on  the  nature  of  the  gospel — ••  good  tidings 
of  great  joy."  This  would  not  be  true  in  any  consistent  sense,  un- 
less the  gospel  proposed  to  deliver  men  from  punishment. 

2.  On  the  object  of  Chrisfs  advent — **  He  snail  save  his  people 
from  their  sins."  I  have  shown  conclusively  I  think,  that  there  is 
BO  way  to  save  men  from  their  sins,  without  saving  them  from  the 
punishment  of  sin. 

3.  On  the  doctrine  of  redemption  as  expressed  in  Galatians  3d— 
**  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law  being  made  a 
corse  for  us."  I  have  shown  that  the  Greek  word  katara,  transla- 
ted "  curse,'*  means  the  penalty  which  the  law  inflicts  upon  th« 
transgressor ;  and  as  Chnst  has  redeemed  us  from  this  curse,  hence 
he  has  provided  that  we  may  escape  from  the  punishment  we  de- 
serve. 

4.  On  the  sufferings  of  Christ  for  sinners — Christ  ••  sufifcred  for 
us-—"  died  for  us**—**  suffered  for  our  sins" — *•  bore  our  sins  in 
his  own  body  on  th^  tree" — *'  was  wounded  for  our  transgressions," 
Ice  Mr.  Austin  has  not  been  able  to  show  what  Christ  suffered 
and  died  for,  if  not  to  relieve  man  from  sin  and  suffering :  and  the 
fall  force  of  this  argaraent  remains. 

5.  On  the  atonement  made  by  Christ.    Here  I  have  proved  by 
Bom.  iii.  24-6,  and  other  passages  that  Christ  became  our  propiti? 
tor,  that  the  legal  obstacles  to  pardon  might  be  removed,  that  Go 
might  be  just  in  remitting  sins  that  are  past 

6.  On  the  intercession  of  Christ.    '*  If  a  man  sin  we  have  an  ac 
vocate  with  the  Father."    The  object  of  Christ's  intercession  bein^ 
to  procure  favor  for  the  guilty,  which  implies  salvation  from  pun- 
ishment. 

7.  Oh  the  meaning  of  the  words  pardon  and  forgiveness.  I  have 
given  the  standard  definition  of  these  terms,  and  shown  by  their 
scriptaral  usage,  that  they  imply  salvation  from  punishment* 
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8.  Some  men  have  been  saved  from  punishment  Here  I  ex- 
hibited those  scripture  proofs,  which  assert  in  so  many  wo?d», 
that  God  did  in  some  cases  punish  men  *'  less  than  their  iniquities 
deserve,**  consequently  be  did  save  them  from  punishment. 

9.  On  passages  which  clearly  imply  salvation  from  punishment. 
On  this  point  I  introduced  a  long  list  of  passages  which  can  onlf 
be  understood  on  the  supposition  that  €rod  delivers  from  just  pun- 
ishment. 

10.  On  the  fact,  that  if  men  are  always  and  necessarily  punished 
to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  the  process  by  which  this  is  effec- 
ted, is  so  indefinite  as  to  time,  manner  and  place,  that  it  exerts  no 
moral  influence  upon  their  minds,  and  involves  a  mode  of  retribu- 
tion unworthy  the  govemmeat  of  God. 

11.  In  this  aigument  I  have  shown,  that  the  negative  of  the 
question  we  are  discussing,  would  make  perfect  nonsense  of  the 
scriptures. 

12.  That  it  removes  the  "highest  example  in  the  universe  for  the 
forgiveness  of  injuries*  and  makes  the  '*  lez  talionis,"  the  rule  than 
should  govern  the  intercourse  of  men. 

13.  It  contradicts  the  common  sense  of  mankind, itad  would  bo 
absurd,  and  impossible  in  practice. 

14.  This  argument  is  founded  on  the  fact  th||  the  gospel  propo* 
ses  to  save  men  now,  which  cannot  be,  if  men  must  first  be  punish- 
ed all  their  nns  deserve. 

15.  On  the  fact  that  if  men  must  be  punished  all  they  deserve  as 
sinners  against  God,  they  can  never  be  saved  at  all,  and  universal 
damnation  must  follow. 

And  what  has  the  gentleman  done  to  remove  these  arguments  ? 
He  has  shown  considerable  ability  and  skill  in  the  management  of 
his  ^t  of  the  debate  on  this  question,  but  he  has  really  efiect«d 
nothing  towards  estabtisMng-hls  position. 

1.  He  has  not  answered  my  arguments.  I  am  surprised  at  the 
little  effort  he  has  made  in  that  direction.  He  has  attempted  a  for- 
mal reply  to  only  half  my  positions :  to  a  few  others  he  has  merely 
alludea,  by  a  few  common  place  remarks :  to  some  half  dozen  ha 
has  not  referred  at  all,  and  probably  will  not ;  and  yet  he  has  evi- 
dently done  the  very  best  he  oonld. 

2.  In  his  negative  arguments,  he  has  been  confused  and  contra- 
dictory. As  often  as  he  has  laid  down  one  principle,  he  has  con- 
tradicted it  by- another.  He  has  taught  that  Christ  saves  from  sin 
— that  punishment  saves  from  sin — and,  that  sin  is  its  own  cure. 
Ue  has  maintained  that  the  mnner  most  be  punished  all  he  deserves 
— that  he  deserves  to  be  punished  until  he  repents— that  God  in- 
flicts punishment  to  produce  repentance — and,  that  repentance  is 
punishment.  He  has  taught  that  all  sin  comes  from  the  body,  and 
all  punishment  is  in  the  mind— that  sin  is  the  result  of  a  physioi) 
cause,  and  that  moral  means  are  employed  to  remove  it.  He  has 
repeatedly  reifused  to  tell  us  whether  he  believed  in  future  pnnish«^ 
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meat,  and  yet  has  sometimet  left  as  to  infer  f atnra  ponishment  from 
his  general  declarations.  Besides  this,  he  has  made  a  strong  effort 
to  establish  a  false  issae,  and  divert  attention  from  the  merits  of  the 
question.  In  the  meantime,  I  am  left  in  possession  of  every  aigu- 
ment  presented.  He  has  not  succeeded  in  taking  one  from  my 
grasp.  They  stand  as  so  many  firm  and  unshaken  pillars,  to  sup- 
port the  blessed  doctrine  I  have  advocated  for  two  days — **  He  that 
confesseth  and  forsaketh  his  sins,  shall  find  mercy."  I  offer  this 
mercy  now,  to  every  sinner  in  this  assembly,  in  the  name  of  Christ 
who  has  *'  suffered  the  just  for  the  unjust,  that  he  might  bring  us 
to  God." — iTinu  expired. 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SIGHTH  REPLT.] 

BroUur  Moderators: — In  reply  to  the  remark  of  my  friend  in  re- 
gard to  the  absence  of  all  traces  of  the  modem  system  of  Atone- 
ment, during  the  first  two  centuries  of  the  christian  era,  I  will  quote 
from  an  article  on  the  Atonement,  by  Rev.  David  Holmes,  A.  M., 
in  the  Methodist  Quarterly  Review,  for  July,  1847.  In  that  arti- 
cle he  says :  '*  there  were  no  theories  of  Atonement  during  the  first 
two  centuries."  He  insists  now,  that  all  professors  of  Christianity 
at  that  day,  were  believers  in  Atonement.  Here  we  have  David 
Holmes,  vs.  David  Holmes,  The  truth  of  the  matter  is,  the  early 
Christian  Fathers  made  no  mention  of  the  Atonement,  because  there 
was  no  one  in  the  church  who  believed  it  as  it  is  now  held.  In 
the  the  name  of  reason,  if  all  Christians  then,  received  that  senti- 
ment as  it  is  now  believed,  would  it  not  have  been  found  in  tbe 
writings  of  those  s^es  ?  The  fact  that  they  are  silent  on  the  sub- 
ject, is  positive  evidence,  that  for  two  hundred  years  after  Christ, 
there  were  none  in  the  church  who  believed  the  modern  doctrine  of 
Atonement.  What  other  conclusion  can  we  adopt,  than  that  it  is 
a  heathen  doctrine,  which  afterwards  crept  into  the  church,  amid 
the  corruptions  with  which  Christianity  became  loaded  in  the  Dark 
Ages !  Would  not  the  fact  that  no  traces  of  Universalism  can  be 
found  for  two  hundred  years  past,  in  the  writings  of  those  sects  in 
our  day,  who  style  themselves  orthodox,  be  considered  a  thousand 
years  hence,  strong  evidence  that  these  sects  did  not  believe  that 
sentiment  ? 

Mr.  Holmes.— Read  the  whole  of  the  paragraph,  if  you  please, 
and  it  will  be  seen  that  the  latter  part  explains  all. 

Mr.  Austin. — I  have  no  objection  ;  here  it  is : — 
''Not  that  the  immediate  successors  of  the  Apostles  had  no  definite 
conceptions  of  the  nature  of  Atonement ;  but  the  age  of  philosophi- 
cal speculation  had  not  yet  commenced  in  tbe  church.  These  *  fa- 
thers' adhered  to  the  simplicity  of  the  Bible,  and  attemnted  no  nice 
distiiietions  or  metaphysical  statement  of  the  facts  and  principles 
involved  ni  this  great  subject" 
6» 
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TKm  knfoage  only  eonflnns  mj  position.  It  is  imdotibt^ly  tni« 
tliat  tlie  Fathere  did  adhere  to  **  the  shnplicity  of  the  Bible,**  in  re- 
nid  to  the  Atonement  All  they  knew  or  beliered  on  the  subject, 
%ey  learned  from  the  New  Testament,  which  tanght  them  that  the 
Atonement — [Ai-one^mentl^-^consisted  simply  in  Uie  reconciling  of 
man  to  G^od — not  Qod  to  man — through  the  displays  of  his  lore,  as 
manifested  in  Jesus  Christ  Hence  we  see  noting  in  their  wri- 
tings of  the  huge,  mis-shapen,  contradictory  theory,  of  modem 
Atonement.  Bat  when  **tDe  age  of  philosophical  speculation** 
arrived — i.  e.  when  headien|Ailo80phy,aad  the  crude  teachinn  of 
Polytheism  hmn  to  take  the  place  of  the  simple  doctrines  of  wis- 
tianity — then,  for  the  first  time,  we  find  traces  of  what  are  now 
mis-called  £vangelioal  sentiments,  in  regard  to  the  Atonement,  and 
the  kindred  doctrines  of  the  Trinity  and  Endless  Punishment,  pre- 
vailing in  the  Church !  No  fact  in  niatorv  can  be  more  f idly  estab- 
lished, than  that  all  these  dogmas  are  the  legitimate  ofispring  of 
Pagan  theology,  snrreptitiousljjr  introduced  into  the  christian  church, 
**  during  the  age  of  philosophical  [heathen]  speculation.'* 

Allow  me  to  refer  briefly  to  what  my  friend  has  said  in  regard 
^  to  my  OMrn  denomination.  He  charges  that  we  hare  no  standard 
of  belief,  lliis  happens  to  be  quite  a  mistake.  The  Bible  is  our 
standard  of  belief.  Does  the  gentleman  know  of  any  better  ?  If, 
however,  bv  '*  standard  of  belief,**  he  means  articles  of  faith,  he  is 
equally  at  fault.  Near  fifty  years  ago,  our  General  Convention 
drew  up  certain  ^  Articles  of  Faitii,**  as  the  basis  of  our  organiza- 
tion, which  we  have  recognized  as  such  to  the  present  day. 

He  asserts  also,  that  our  only  bond  of  union  is  opposition  to  end- 
less  punishment  /  This  is  a  remarkable  declaration  for  a  cand^  man 
to  make.  No  bond  of  union !  We  have  a  great  and  glorious  bond 
of  union !  We  believe  a  doctrine  which  teaches  that  God,  in  his 
infinite  eoodness  and  wisdom,  will  in  due  time,  gather  all  his  wan- 
dering cnildren  home  to  himself,  so  that  there  shall  be  one  great 
and  mippv  family  in  Heaven,  all  loving  and  praising  him.  To  my 
friend  this  may  all  appear  very  trivial,  and  of  little  weight  But 
we  view  it  as  an  infimtely  important  truth.  It  is  this,  £at  forms 
our  '*  bond  of  union" — ^it  is  this  that  draws  and  knits  us  together, 
in  a  most  perfect  unity ;  and  not  an  opposition  to  endless  ptinish- 
ment,  or  to  any  thing  else. 

He  diarges  us  with  internal  divisions.  This  is  not  so,  in  any 
such  sense  as  he  would  imply.  W.e  allow  the  utmost  freedom  of 
opinion  in  our  midst  on  all  minor  topics.  Hence  there  may  be,  and 
is,  diversities  of  views  on  many  points  in  theology  of  secondary 
importance — ^we  agree  to  disagree,  in  harmony  in  these  matters. 
But  in  regard  to  that  great  and  comprehennive  doctrine  of  the  final 
extinction  of  all  sin  and  pain,  and  the  reformatio!!  and  salvation  of 
a  lapsed  world — a  doctnne  radiant  with  a  light  and  glory  which 
cause  all  ether  sentiments  in  comparison  to  fade  away  into  obscu- 
rity— ^in  respect  to  this  sentiment,  which  forms  the  basis  of  our 
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uQion,  there  is,  and  ever  has  been,  the  utmost  harmony  in  our  ranks. 
But  how  is  it  in  the  school  to  which  my  friend  belongs  ?  Are  there 
not  radical  divisions  on  fundamental  and  vital  principles,  prevail- 
ing between  difierent  sects  of  evangelicals,  and  even  rending  indi- 
vidual denominations  asunder  ?  l&ve  they  not  been  engaged  for 
years  in  the  most  hot  and  angry  disputes  on  these  mattere  of  dif- 
ference ?    Let  the  history  of  the  past  answer ! 

Elder  Holmes  refers  to  dissentions,  which  he  asserts,  now  exist 
among  Universalists  in  the  Eastern  States.  In  this  he  seeks  to 
itiake  a  mountain  of  a  mole-hill.  Some  three  or  four  young  and 
uninf  uential  men  had  become  tinctured  with  what  is  termed  Par- 
kerism,  at  the  east — a  species  of  German  rationalism — which  the  de* 
nomination  at  large  repudiates.  A  position  was  taken  by  one  of 
our  Associations  to  meet  this  exigency.  A  hearing  was  granted 
these  Rationalistic  individuals.  But  very  few  indeed  were  found 
to  sympathize  in  sentiment  with  them.  The  great  mass  of  the  de- 
nomination— the  experienced  fathers — all  the  learned,  the  wise,  the 
eminent,  in  our  midst — took  sides  strongly  a^nst  their  views,  and 
they  are  now  left  to  themselves.  What  capital  can  my  friend  ex- 
pect to  make  of  this  matter  ? 

He  speaks  also  of  a  skeptical  tendency  in  the  Universalist  de- 
nomination. I  throw  back  the  imputation.  •  Nothing  will  so  effec- 
tually save  a  man  from  skepticism  and  general  inndelitv,  as  die 
consistent  principles  of  Universalism.  I  believe  the  doctrines 
of  my  friena,  and  the  partialist  school,  have  driven  tens  of  thou- 
sands into  skepticism.  Indeed,  I  am  satisfied  they  have  made  the 
great  mass  of  infidels  that  now  exist  in  the  world.  Their  represen- 
tation of  God  and  his  government — of  the  Bible  and  its  teachings, 
is  the  great  stumbling-block  over  which  men  plange  into  the  gloomy 
depths  of  infidelity  !  I  can  name,  to  my  brother,  many  who  have 
been  saved  from  skepticism,  by  the  power  of  Universahsm — by  the 
power  of  gospel  truth,  as  we  preach  it,  and  as  we  feel  it — ^who  were 
made  infidels  by  the  monstrous  absurdities  of  modern  orthodoxy  ! 

He  says  that  according  to  Universdism,  when  men  get  to  heav- 
en, they  will  shout,  '*  Glory  to  punishment,  for  our  salvation !"    I 
do  not  wish  to  believe  my  friend  is  disposed  to  misrepresent     Such, 
however,  is  the  character  of  his  assertion.    He  knows,  or  shou 
know,  that  we  believe  no  such  sentiment — and  that  no  conclusi< 
of  this  nature,  can  be  drawn  from  our  doctrines.    Punishment  giv 
a  man  no  title  to  the  infinite  bliss  of  Heaven !    Because  a  crimin 
has  served  out  his  time  in  the  State  Prison,  it  gives  him  no  claim 
be  admitted  into  the  familv  of  the  Judge  who  sentenced  him, 
participate  in  his  wealth  and  his  enjoyments.    God  rewards  all  me 
tor  their  good  deeds,  and  punishes  them  for  their  sins.    But  neither 
reward  nor  punishment  authorise  them  to  demand  immortal  and  end* 
hm  felicity.    The  happiness  of  heaven  is  purely  the  gift  of  God» 
tkronf^  infinite  grace.    **  Bv  grace  are  ye  saved." — (Eph.  ii.  S.) 

M V  friend  has  said  also,  that  christians  who  have  embraced  Uin^ 
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Tersalism,  have  forsaken  prayer,  and  that  such  is  the  tendency  of 
the  doctrine.  He  declares  he  can  mention  names,  where  men  have 
lost  their  good  character,  and  fallen  into  immorality,  on  becoming 
Univcrsalists.  I  regret  to  be  compelled  to  declare  that  in  these 
statements  Elder  Holmes  wholly  misrepresents  the  influence  of  the 
sentiments  I  defend^ and  that  too,  on  a  }>oint  where  his  own  doc- 
trines are  the  most  defective.  That  christians  on  leaving  some 
other  denominations  and  uniting;  with  the  Univcrsalists,  may  be- 
come convinced  of  the  impropriety — nay,  absurdity— of  loud  and 
boisterous  praters,  as  though  the  being  they  addressed  was  asleep, 
or  absent  on  a  journey,  (I  kmgs  xviii,  27,)  1  have  no  doubt.  They 
may  moreover,  have  beJeved  that  prayers  at  the  corners  of  the 
streets,  and  on  the  house  tops,  were  uncalled  for,  and  no  reliable 
mark  of  true  piety.  But  that  an  individual  ever  gave  up  prayer, 
as  enjoined  in  the  New  Testament,  in  consequence  of  joining  the 
denomination  to  which  I  belong,  I  do  not  believe.  My  experience 
affords  no  such  instance.  As  to  immorality,  I  have  no  disposition 
to  deny  there  may  be  found  some  men  calling  themselves  Univer- 
salists,  whose  conduct  is  far  from  what  it  should  be.  But  where 
is  there  a  sect  of  which  the  same  cannot  be  said  ?  The  conduct  of 
even  one  of  the  most  prominent  of  the  disciples  of  our  Lord,  was 
once  such  that  the  Master  said  to  him — *'  Get  thee  behind  me,  Sa- 
tan ;  thou  art  an  offende  unto  me." — (Matt.  xvi.  23.)  While  my 
friend  is  bringing  this  charge  against  some  Universalists,  in  heav- 
en*s  name  let  him  view  his  own  denomination.  How  many  multi* 
tudes  of  Methodist  church  members,  class-leaders,  and  even  preach- 
ers, have  proved  corrupt  to  the  very  bean's  core ! 

Elder  Holmes  insists  that  Universalism  is  a  down-hill  path,  and 
that  Religion,  (Evangelical  Religion,  so  called,)  **  is  up-hill  work.'' 
Ah,  yes !  this  is  the  old  representation.  It  is  a  hard  and  grievous 
thing  to  be  religious !  How  many  have  such  views  kept  back  from 
attempting  to  lead  religious  lives.  I  deny  that  Christ's  religion  is 
••up-hill  work."  His  "yoke  is  easy** — his  "burthen  is  light.** 
That  the  Elder's  religion  is  ••  up-hill  work,"  I  have  not  a  doubt. 
And  this  is  simply  because  it  is  2i  false  religion !  Turn,  my  broth- 
er !  turn  your  footsteps  into  the  true  path  !  Seek  and  adopt  the  reli- 
gion  of  the  Savior,  and  you  tcill  no  more  complain  of  "  up-hill 
"Wurkr-  You  will  find  by  sweet  experience,  that  "  its  ways  are  ways 
of  pleasantness,  and  all  its  paths  are  peace.** 

I  will  now  reply,  before  leaving  the  question,  to  the  inquiry  which 
my  brother  opposite,  has  so  freqaently  made — ^Where  does  the  sin- 
ner go,  when  be  dies  ?  He  has  charged  Universalists  with  believ- 
ing that  he  goes  immediately  to  heaven  I    This  I  deny. 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^I  have  given  the  brother  an  opportunity  in  ev- 
ery speech  he  has  made,  to  answer  this  question.  My  object  was 
to  present  an  argument  which  I  must  necessarily  witnhold  unless 
he  answered  this  question.  I  object,  therefore  to  his  enteiing  upon 
the  question  now,  as  I  have  no  opportunity  to  reply. 
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Ms.  Austin. — This  is  singular  indeed.  I  am  refused  the  privi- 
ledge  of  answering  an  inquiry  which  has  been  pressed  upon  me  so 
often.  Of  what  is  my  friend  afraid  ?  The  only  reason  why  J  ha?e 
not  attended  to  it  before,  is  that  from  the  multiplicity  of  points 
pressing  on  my  mind,  I  have  not  seen  a  convenient  opportunity. 
I  could  not  forsee— and  indeed,  cared  but  little — what  use  he 
wanted  to  make  of  my  answer.  There  have  been  manv  things 
uttered  by  my  opponent  that  I  was  anxious  to  notice ;  but  time 
would  not  permit.  The  inquiry  under  consideration  I  have  designed 
from  the  beginning  to  answer  at  some  stage  of  the  debate  on  this 
qaestion.  But  now,  finding  myself  on  my  last  speech,  with  the 
Question  unattended  to,  I  was  determined  to  find  a  place  for  it. 
Bat  lo !  my  friend  objects — objects  that  his  own  inquiry  should  be 
answered.    I  desire  me  Reporter  to  note  this  fact. 

Mb.  Uolm£8. — The  rules  require  that  in  the  closing  speech  no 
<         new  argument  shall  be  presented. 

'  Mr.  AuffriH. — Brother  Moderators,  I  ask  if  this  is  a  new  argn- 

I  ment  ?    I  am  not  about  to  make  an  argument  of  any  description. 

}  I  am  simply  desirous  of  replying  to  an  inquiry  which  I  have  not 

I  been  able  to  notice  before.   I  ask  the  Moderators  to  decide  whether 

I  I  can  go  on. 

I  Mr.  Holmes. — ^I  would  like  to  speak  before  the  decision  is  made. 

J  I  introduced  thi^  subject  in  my  very  first  speech,  by  asking  him 
Ibis  question.    My  object  was  to  draw  an  argument  from  his  an- 

\  swer,  showing  that  this  world  was  not  a  state  of  perfect  retribu- 
tion,  and  that  the  Bible  represents  the  condition  of  the  righteous 
daring  life,  as  in  many  instances  more  unhappy  than  that  of  the 
sinner ;  and  drawing  other  arguments  that  woald  naturally  arise  out 
of  his  admission,  or  definition  of  his  position.  He  has  designedly 
avoided  defining  his  position.  Some  three  or  four  times  I  distinctly 
pat  the  question  to  him ;  and  now  he  says  he  has  not  had  time  lo 
tnswer  it.  How  does  it  happen  that  he  has  time  now.  I  shall  sub- 
mit to  the  decision  of  the  Moderators,  of  course,  and  if  they  decide 
against  me»  do  it  without  grumbling. 

Mr.  Austin. — ^I  have  already  explained  to  the  satisfaction  of  ev- 
er^  candid  mind,  why  I  have  not  before  noticed  the  inquiry, 
wish  to  lose  no  more  time  in  this  digression.    If  Elder  Holmes  per 
sists  in  his  objection,  I  will  pass  the  matter  by. 

[The  Moderators  decided  that  it  was  not  proper  for  Mr.  Aus 
tin  to  answer  the  question,  as  l^lr.  Holmes  would  have  no  oppor* 
tonity  to  reply  to  his  remarks.] 

Mr.  Aitstik. — ^The  same  objection  can  as  reasonably  be  made 
to  mj  taking  notice  in  this  speech,  of  any  thing  Elder  Holmes  has 
oflered,  even  during  his  last  half-hour.    But  I  pass  the  subject. 


L 


y  Google 


110  AUSTI1f*B  EtGBTH  EEPLT 

«  My  friend  compluns  that  I  misrepresent  him  in  re||;ard  to  his 
views  of  present  punishment.  If  I  have  misrepresented  him,  I  have 
done  it  anconsciously,  and  regret  it. 

He  made  a  declaration  on  that  point  which  I  was  both  surprised 
and  rejoiced  to  hear.  It  is  the  one  redeeming  feature  in  his  posi- 
tions on  this  question — ^the.  light  that  happily  shines  out  for  a  mo- 
ment, amid  all  the  darkness  which  enshrouds  his  views.  It  is,  that 
he  believes  this  world  is  a  state  of  retribution  f  Here  then,  is  one 
partialist  clergyman  who  believes  in  a  state  of  retribution  on  the 
earth.  I  fellowship  him  on  this  subject.  For  once  ]^ou  are  right, 
my  brother.  At  last  you  have  taken  a  position  wmch  is  truly 
orthodox,  and  one  too,  in  which  you  will  find  ample  support  from 
the  scriptures.  But  what  becomes  of  the  doctrine  of  probation, 
which  the  Evangelical  School  have  talked  so  much  about  ?  The 
old  theory  was  that  this  world  is  a  state  of  probation  for  the  next 
— that  men  are  neither  rewarded  nor  punished  in  this  life,  but  ara 
placed  here  to  form  characters  for  eternity,  and  that  rewards  and 
punishments  are  only  administered  in  the  unmortai  state.  I  am 
gratified  that  my  friend  has  left  this  ancient  dogma,  and  adopted 
the  Bible  doctrine,  that  there  is  a  preeent  punishment  for  sin.  I  hoj>e 
he  will  continue  to  advance  in  his  knowledge  of  the  truth.  But  if 
this  world  is  a  state  of  retribution — if  the  wicked  are  punished  here* 
as  Elder  Holmes  allows,  on  what  principle  does  he  contend  that 
they  will  be  tormented  forever  in  a  luture  existence  ?  Does  he  be- 
lieve in  double  punishment  ? 

The  Elder  has  a  book  over  there,  of  which  he  seems  very  choice. 
He  has  not  ventured  to  read  a  word  from  it,  but  merely  holds  it  up 
as  a  rod,  which  he  shakes  in  terrorem  over  me.  It  is  the  work  of 
Matthew  Hale  Smith,  which  I  pronounce  a  book  of  Falsehoods  ! 
I  know  the  author  thoroughly.  His  entire  history  is  perfectly 
familiar  to  me.  He  was  my  nearest  ministerial  neighbor— <hlfi 
church  being  not  quite  two  miles  from  mine,  in  Massachusetts) — 
when  he  went  through  the  farce  of  two  pretended  conversions 
to  partialism.  Three  times  has  he  renounced  Universalism,  and 
twice  begged  his  way  back  to  our  midst,  under  the  plea  that  he 
was  insane  when  he  left  us.  Once  he  was  allowed  to  return,  ba 
it  was  thought  by  many,  he  m^t  possibly  have  been  beside  him- 
self. After  the  second  renunciation  had  taken  place,  amid  a  deaf- 
ening *<  flourish  of  trumpets  and  beat  of  drums"  from  the  rejoicing 
orthodox,  but  a  few  weeks  elapsed  before  he  **  came  to  his  senses'* 
again — ^re-renounced  partialism,  and  made  an  attempt  to  raise  up  a 
new  Universalist  Society.  But  the  Universalist  denomination  ut- 
terly refused  to  receive  him,  or  have  any  thing  to  do  with  him. 
Greatly  chagrined  at  this  rebuff,  and  with  his  heall  deeply  embit- 
tered in  consequence  of  it,  he  once  more,  for  the  third  time,  |i»ned 
the  pie-bald  ranks  of  the  Evang^elical,  where  he  remains  to  this  day 
the  most  deadly  foe  to  the  Universalists  who  rejected  him.  Hia 
book,  which  is  bat  tha  outpouring  of  his  gall  against  his  old  frienda. 
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^ecftiiBe  tiiey  would  not  open  their  doom  to  receire  a  man  in  whom 
they  had  mt  every  particle  of  confidence — ^is  from  end  to  end, 
one  tieeae  of  miarenresentation  and  falsehood.  No  more  depen- 
dence can  he  placed  upon  its  assertions,  than  on  the  declarations 
of  the  Alkoran.*  If  my  friend  dares  read  a  line  from  that  work, 
1  shall  he  compelled  to  do  that  which  will  he  a  painful  duty,  riz : 
corer  him  with  *' confusion  of  face,**  hy  pointing  to  the  corruption 
which  festers  in  the  hosom  of  his  own  denomination,  not  amonr 
the  laity  alone,  but  among  the  clergy !  But  I  will  not  dictate,  u 
he  chooses  to  introduce  liatthew  Smith  into  the  discussion,  I  am 
ready  for  him. 

The  Elder  has  quoted  a  passage  which  I  must  notice :  "  Behold 
the  lamb  of  God  which  taketh  awa^  the  sin  of  the  world.** — (John 
L  29.)  Bj  taking  away  the  sin  of  the  world,  the  Elder  insists  is 
meant  taking  away  the  fmnishment  due  the  tin  of  the  world  !  If 
this  is  the  true  sense  of  the  passage-^  Christ  has  already  takea 
amy  the  punishment  due  the  sins  of  mankind — ^then  I  would  in- 
'  juire  why  th$  world  is  not  exempted  from  punishment  ?  Accord- 
ing to  the  theory  of  my  opposer,  all  the  punishment  God^  justice 
demands  of  the  sinful,  tne  SaTior  has  alroMiy  received.  Allowing 
this  to  be  so,  on  what  principle  of  riffht  and  equity,  could  God  pun- 
ish me  or  any  other  human  being,  when  my  punishment  has  already 
been  received  by  another  ?  This  would  be  violating  the  first  princi- 
ples of  common  uprightness.  In  this  case  justice  would  receive  a 
two-fold  satisfaction.  First  through  Christ,  who  has  fulfilled  and 
dischaiged  all  its  claims  on  a  world  of  sinners — and  then  through 
sinners  themselves,  Who  are  to  be  tormented  for  ever  and  ever ! ! 
Would  that  be  called  justice  even  among  men  ?  Such  a  view  of  jus- 
tice in  human  transactions,  would  be  spumed  by  all  the  world.  If  a 
friend  has  paid  a  debt  forme,  it  is  discharged,  and  the  creditor  can- 
not in  equity  turn  and  ask  me  to  pay  it  again  !  God's  justice  has  re- 
eeived  Mtf  whoU  of  its  demands.  Yet  it  is  contended  by  my  friend 
that  if  sinners  do  not  Mieve  this,  then  God  will  allow  justice  to  have 
its  demands  all  fulfilled  again  on  those  in  whose  behalf  Christ  endured 
the  penaltjT  of  the  law.  This  makes  the  death  of  Christ  in  vain ! 
And  jet  this  is  the  theory  which  £lder  Holmes  and  learned  Doctors 
of  Divittity  spend  their  tune  to  propagate  in  the  world,  and  to  sur 
tain  by  metaphysical,  hair-splitting  arguments. 

Elder  Hohnes  has  presented  a  luge  nmaber  of  arguments— 4on 
fifteen  in  all,  I  believe.    A  goodly  number  truly,  if  there  had  bee 
strength  in  them.    But  there  is  tlussingular  feature  in  his  course- 
before  entirely  unheard  of,  I  venture  to  say,  in  any  public  discussiou. 
Nine  of  his  affirmative  arguments  are  based,  not  on  any  affirmative 
propositioni  at  all,  but  on  negative  propositions— on  what  he  deno- 
minates the  erroff  of  Universalism.    Thus — Universalism  errone- 

*Am  abU  mod  tkoronsh  reply  to  this  book,  hu  b««ii  pnbiislMd  from  Uutpen  of 
B^^JU  C.  Brotm.    llcibhfoprociifl^alwiyoriMUimssatiirtBodk^^t- 
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oosly  teache.5  lo  and  so,  therefore, "  ^pel  salvaiioii  embmces 
deliverance  from  just  and  deserved  punishment  !**  This  is  a  new 
and  remarkable  method  of  argumentation.  Its  entire  strength  con- 
sists in  an  assumed  fact,  so  self -evident,  viz — that  one  thing  is  tnu 
BECAUSE  another  \% false!!  I  humbly  submit  my  friend  has  made  a 
most  egregious  blunder  rn  this  matter.  Allowing  that  all  the  doctrines 
he  attributes  to  Universalism  are  fcdse,  it  does  not  by  any  means 
follow  that  the  affirmative  of  the  question  in  discussion  is  true.  A 
thousand  errors  cannot  make  one  truth !  He  has  in  fact  introduced 
but  SIX  arguments,  that  can  legitimately  support  the  affirmative. 
These  I  have  noticed  and  answered,  as  I  hope,  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  audience.  As  to  the  nine  negative  arguments,  I  have  showa 
their  fallacy,  even  allowing  their  legitimacy.  But  in  every  dis- 
criminating and  logical  mind,  the  fact  that  all  their  strength  rcita 
on  the  assumed  erroneousness  of  opposite  opinions,  of  itself,  entire- 
ly nullities  them. 

I  wish  here  to  take  a  brief  view  of  a  doctrine  advocated  by  my 
friend,  which  will  tend  to  show  its  fallacy. 

Mr.  Holmes. — If  the  gentleman  is  taking  new  groand — one  not 
taken  by  either  of  us  before,  I  wish  to  object  to  it. 

Ma.  Austin. — My  object.  Brother  Moderators,  is  totakeaview» 
which  will  place  ia  its  true  light  the  doctrine  of  the  Atonement, 
which  Elder  Holmes  has  introduced  into  this  discussion.  He  has 
laid  down  the  principle  that  GoJ  has  punished  an  innocent  sub- 
stitute in  the  place  of  the  sinner.    To  tlutt  I  wish  to  speak. 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^That  is  taking  directly  new  ground.  It  is  assuming 
what  has  not  been  said  during  this  discussion,  and  raising  objec- 
tions  to  a  principle  that  I  have  not  advocated  at  all,  and  in  which 
I  do  not  believe. 

Mr.  Austin. — I  am  truly  pained  that  my  friend  is  reduced  ta 
the  deep  perplexity  in  which  ne  is  evidently  involved.  It  is  pitifal 
to  see  him  striving  to  hedge  up  my  way,  when  I  would  lay  bare  the 
absurdities  of  his  theory.  I  freely  grant  him  my  sympcUkyy  but  f 
cannot  help  him  My  duty  is  plain  before  me  and  I  cannot  neglect 
it  to  spare  the  humiliation  of  my  brother.  It  is  my  legitimate  work 
to  expose  the  nakedness  of  the  position  deliberately  assumed  by 
him,  that  God  inflicts  the  punisnment  due  the  guilty  on  an  inno- 
cent substitute  I 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  wish  the  reporter  to  note  my  denial  oC  bringing 
forward  such  an  argument,  and  my  disbelief  in  the  principle. 

Mr.  Austin. — I  hear  with  pleasure  that  the  brother  does  not 
believe  Goi  inflicts  punishment  on  an  innocent  substitute 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^That  was  not  my  language. 

Mr.  AirsTXN. — ^Mr.  Holmes  denies  that  such  was  his  language ; 
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ht  mjB  fai6  declaration  was  that  Jesus  Christ  satisiled  inflDite  jof- 
tice  in  his  own  person.  How,  bnt  by  himself  receiving  the  punish- 
nent  which  God's  justice  demanded  of  the  sinful  ?  There  is  no  other 
way  of  satisfying  justice  on  my  friend's  theory.  The  Elder  is  de- 
icenfling  to  a  system  of  mere  pettifogging^  instead  of  manly  argn- 
Bientation.  He  insists  the  justice  of  God  demands  a  certain  amount 
^imniskment  of  the  guilty,  and  that  Christ  became  their  «u6«^t7ute, 
and  folfitled  all  the  claims  which  justice  held  against  them.  How 
could  he  do  this  without  receivinc;  the  punisbMent  himself  ?  This 
is  the  real  ground  the  Elder  hastaKen  through  the  entire  discussion 
of  this  question.  How  many  passages  has  he  introduced  to  prove 
that  Christ  suffered  in  the  jdace  of  the  sinner !  Does  he  now  throw 
them  all  aside  ?  The  truth  is,  he  is  ashamed  or  afraid  of  the  old 
system  of  the  Atonement,  which  has  so  long  prevailed,  and  still 
geneiBlly  prevails  among  the  partialist  sects ;  and  seeks  for  new 
gfOQDds.  But  where  be  would  take  his  new  position,  I  doubt 
whedier  he  knows  himself.  Well,  I  will  be  as  careful  of  my  broth- 
er as  possible,  and  will  not  crowd  him  up  in  his  new  wanderings 
and  turning,  any  herder  than  faithf  ulnesa  to  my  cause  demands. 
But  H  Cbnst  has  not  been  punished  in  place  of  the  sinner,  then  he 
has  not  been  punished  at  all .  Where  then  is  the  evangelical  refuge 
of  the  Atonement  ?  There  has  no  Atonement  been  made,  of  the 
<le8eription  for  which  he  contends ;  and  hence  all  men  must  suffer 
forefer  for  their  own  sins.  But  if  he  repudiates  the  position  that 
fta  iooocent  substitute  endured  the  punishment  due  the  guilty,  I  will 
pass  the  matter !    I  pause  for  direction. 

[The  Moderators  decided  that  Mr.  Austin  could  proceed.] 

Ma.  Atjstiw. — T  wish  to  show  that  the  modern  j^pular  doctrine 
of  the  Atonement,  is  characterized  by  three  prominent,  fatal,  de- 
itctB.yiz  i^Impossibtlitif — immorality — cruelty/  1,  It  attempts  to 
satisfy  the  claims  of  God*s  infinite  justice  upon  a  world  of  ptilty 
Janets,  by  the  suffering  and  death  of  Jesus,  an  innocent  being. 
This  is  a  moral  impossibility !  2.  It  leads  men  to  sin  with  utter 
impunity,  by  teaching  them  that  God's  infinite  wisdom  has  expressly 
prepared  an  easy  and  convenient  expedient  whereby  the  most  vife 
can  escape  all  punishment.  This  opens  the  broad  highway  of  im- 
fnoralityll  3.  It  teaches  that  Justice  will  forever  prevent  Mercy 
from  exercising  its  affectionate  office  towards  any  on  whom  the 
P^^inisbments  of  eternity  have  commenced  their  inflictions,  howevei 
*wcerely  they  may  repent,  however  anxious  they  may  be  to  turn 
to  God,  and  become  obedient  and  loving  children !  This  would  be 
the  distilled  essence  of  Infinite  Cruelty  f 

Id  his  recapitulation,  Elder  Holmes  has  done  me  great  injustice. 
He  charges  me  with  taking  positions  which  I  did  not  take — with 
staking  assertions  which  I  have  not  made — and  in  a  variety  of  ways 
has  distorted  my  arj^ments  and  general  course  of  procedure  about 
*•  thoroughly  u  his  ingenuity  could  well  enable  him.    I  have  not 
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an  opportunity  in  the  limited  time  remaining  to  me  on  this  8pe«cb, 
to  enter  into  a  detail  in  regard  to  this  matter.  [  must  trust  to  the 
candor  and  intelligence  ol  my  audience  for  the  remedy  in  rectifying 
the  misrepresentations  of  my  opponent 

It  remains  now.  Gentlemen  Moderators,  for  me  to  draw  the  dis- 
cussion of  this  question  to  a  close.  It  has  been  of  a  character 
somewhat  noTel.  Indeed  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  ever  heard  of 
an  oral  debate  on  the  doctrines  involved  in  this  investigation.  I 
trust  those  who  have  listened,  have  been  both  interested  and  pro- 
fited. I  had  great  confidence  in  the  soundness  of  the  principles  I 
have  advocated  before  this  discussion  commenced.  If  possible,  that 
confidence  has  been  strengthened  by  this  interchange  of  opinion. 
My  friend  has  brought  to  his  aid  all  that  learning,  skill,  and 
schqlar-ship  could  afford  him,  and  yet  has  signally  failed,  as  I  think 
he  must  himself  see,  in  establishing  the  fundamental  principles  of 
his  theory.  I  have  been  enabled  i  trust,  to  offer  abundant  testi- 
mony to  satisfy  the  intelligent  portion  of  the  audience  that  "  gospel 
salvation  does  not  embrace  deliverence  from  just  and  de^rved 
puni;«hment*'  I  have  shown  that  the  doctrine  of  salvation  from 
punishment,  by  means  of  a  substitute  for  the  guilty,  is  of  heathen 
origin,  introduced  into  the  christian  church  in  dark  and  ignorant 
ages,  and  perpetuated  only  by  the  power  of  prejudice  and  an  ig- 
norance of  the  scriptures — That  the  affirmative  directly  and  flatly 
contradicts  a  class  of  the  most  plain  and  positive  passages  found  in 
the  scriptures — That  the  tendency  of  the  doctrine  ot  salvation  frona 
punishment  is  demoralizing  to  the  highest  de^ee — That  it  is  but  a 
contrivance  of  man  to  indulee  in  sin  and  avoid  its  consequences — 
That  it  is  precisely  such  a  doctrine  as  the  depraved  and  licentioua 
approbate,'  because  it  flatters  them  with  the  lying  deception  of  the 
serpent  in  the  garden,  that  thev  can  sin  and  not  surely  be  punished — 
That  it  is  a  dark  fountain  of  error ^  which  has  been  open  in  Chris- 
tendom for  ages,  and  sent  its  streams  of  corruption  to  the  very 
vitals  of  society ! !  No  wonder  such  numbers  of  clergymen  who 
have  taught  this  doctrine  have  been  led  to  gross  sin  by  its  deceptions  ! 
Public  morals  can  never  become  corrected  so  long  as  it  continues 
to  be  proclaimed  from  the  sacred  desk ! 

I  have  shown  that  the  affirmative  of  this  question  has  grown  from 
erroneous  views  of  God*s  government,  overlooking  tbe  great  fact 
that  it  is  parental,  protective^  and  restoring  in  its  character — from  er- 
roneous conceptions  of  the  nature  of  divine  punishments ;  viewing 
them  as  vindictive  and  retaliatory,  rather  than  as  corrective  and  re- 
formatory. 

To  conclude,  let  me  ask  the  audience  and  the  public  at  large  to 
look  at  the  practical  operation  and  final  results  of  these  systems, 
in  reference  to  the  eventual  condition  into  which  they  bring  the 
great  race  of  man.  The  one  representing  God  as  ordering  the  af- 
fairs of  his  universe  so  imperfectly,  that  countless  millions  of  im- 
mortal souls  become  plunged  into  a  condition  of  infinite  agony. 
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where  they  will  be  compelled  to  lire,  only  to  sin  and  bla^pheroe 
the  name  of  their  heavenly  Father  throngh  countless  ages !  The 
other  system  teaching  that  the  Creator  has  made  the  world  on  prin- 
ciples so  wise,  and  exercises  over  men  a  government  so  holy,  just 
and  perfect^  that  in  the  **  fulness  of  times**  all  rational  beings  will 
be  brought  to  repentance,  purification  and  happiness,  and  shall  sur- 
round the  throne  of  infinite  love,  and  cause  the  courts  of  the  hea- 
venly Jerusalem  to  resound  with  the  triumphant  song,  *'  Great  and 
marvellous  are  thy  works.  Lord,  God  Almighty,  just  and  true  are 
thy  ways,  thou  King  of  saints !  Who  shall  not  fear  thee  0  Lord, 
and  gloriify  thy  name?  For  thou  only  art  holy.  For  all  nations 
tfhall  come  and  worship  before  thee.' — (Rev.  xt.  3,  4.) 

I  call  upon  all  to  examine  critically,  candidly  and  prayerfully, 
both  systems,  and  determine  which  is  the  most  in  accordance 
with  what  may  consistently  be  expected  from  a  God  of  infinite 
power,  wisdom  and  love — which  is  the  most  honorable  to  the 
Creator,  which  the  most  detircMe  to^God,  to^Christ,  to  Angels,  and 
which  most  accords  with  the  dictates  of  your  reason,  the  teach- 
ings of  the  scriptures,  and  the  best  and  purest  feelings  of  your  own 
h^rts .' — [  TVme  expired. 
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SECOND  QUESTION. 


THERE  BUFHOIKNT  BVmBNCB  FOB  BELIBVINO  THAT  ALL  MBH 
WILL  BE  nNALLT  HOLT  AND  BAFPT1 


[MR.  AVSTIR'S  mST  8PUSCR.1 

Cettiknun  MadmnOan  and  Retpected  Audience  f^The  qneiHoB 
we  hMwe  aawaibled  to  dkenss  this  morning,  is  one  which  assnredlj 
Mnks  higher  in  its  acope  and  importance,  than  any  other  that  can 
claim  the  attention  of  man.  Into  what  utter  insignificance  do  all 
those  topics  ^link  which  hare  agitated  the  world,  in  the  pres- 
cace  of  one  which  takes  hold  on  eUmity^  and  inroi  ves  the  destiny 
ei  vast  mvltitiides  of  beings  formed  in  6od*s  own  image,  and  who 
sland  next  in  rank  to  the  angels  around  the  throne  of  Heaven ! 
Let  DO  one  entertain  a  fear  that  the  cause  of  Religion  will  receive 
iBpiry  by  an  inredtigation  of  this  description.  If  conducted  in  a 
chriatian  spirit,  it  can  but  tend  to  bring  out  truth  before  the  peo* 
Die;  and  who  can  object  to  the  prevalence  of  truth  ?  who  would 
ufbid  that  its  divine  light  should  he  difiused  dirouehont  the  world  1 
la  the  words  of  the  poet  Milton,  **  Though  all  me  winds  of  doc- 
trne  were  let  loose  to  play  upon  the  earth ;  so  Tnrth  be  in  the 
idd,  we  do  injurionslv  to  misdoubt  her  strragth.  Let  her  and 
fsleehood  giappk.  Who  ever  knew  Truth  put  to  the  worse,  in  a 
fur  and  open  encounter." 

I  stand  here.  Brother  Moderators,  to  mislead,  to  deceive,  no  man. 
H T  only  purpose  is  to  discharge,  to  the  eztmit  of  my  ability,  a 
soMBB  dnty  resting  upon  me,  to  advocate  and  defend  what  I  be* 
lieve  to  be  the  truth  of  Heaven.  The  Judge  of  all,  knows  the  sin* 
cerity  and  depth  of  mv  faith  in  the  doctrine  I  shall  labor  to  main- 
tain. He  knows  my  love  of  its  principles,  my  perfect  confidence 
k  the  sahitarjr  Bioral  infiuence  it  exerts  upon  the  lives  of  its  ad- 
herents. Believing  in  my  heart  that  my  labors  in  this  discussion 
will  be  productive  of  cood — that  the  system  of  Religion  I  incul- 
oUe,  is  more  scriptural  and  reasonable,  than  the  prevalent  theo- 
ries of  the  day,  and  far  better  calculated  to  promote  true  morality, 
diriatian  charity,  benevolence  and  good  will  in  the  world,  I  feel  I 
am  enfii^  in  God^s  service,  and  in  promoting  the  welfare  of  my 
feOow  beings,  in  advocating  its  claims  to  be  received,  believed,  and 
practiced  bv  aH  men! 

I  sincerely  trust  we  we  shall  lay  aside  whatever  of  prejtidice, 
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bigotry,  or  pride  of  opinion  that  may  rest  in  our  minds,  and  wei^ 
candidly,  maturely  and  prayerfully,  all  the  considerations  presen- 
ted by  both  parties  in  this  controversy.  One  wish  alone  should 
occupy  our  hearts,  and  that  is  that  we  may  be  led  to  behold  and 
adopt  the  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus — that  truth  **  which  maketh  free 
indeed."  We  can  utter  no  better  prayer  on  such  an  occasion  as 
this,  than  that  conveyed  in  the  language  of  the  poet : — 

If  I  am  ri^t,  thy  grmce  impart 

Still  in  th«  rifht  tostoy; 
If  I  am  wrong,  O  t«ach  my  heart 

To  find  that  better  way. 

Let  none  of  us  forget  that  the  All-seeing  Eye  rests  full  upon 
us,  beholding  not  only  our  words  and  acts,  but  reading  the  thoughts 
treasured  in  the  inmost  recesses  of  our  souls-^r^nembering  Ukat 
he  holds  all  men  strictly  accountable  for  the  use  they  mfULe  of 
their  time,  their  talents,  and  the  degree  of  light  he  has  granted 
them. 

In  taking  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  I  enter  upon  the  work 
of  its  advocacy  with  a  pleasure,  a  heartfelt  satisfaction,  I  have  no 
no  language  to  describe.  Blessed  with  a  doctrine  which  receives 
the  entire  sanction  of  all  my  mental  capacities,  and  excites  the 
highest  admiration  of  my  heart,  how  could  it  be  otherwise  than 
that  its  propagation  and  defence  should  be  a  pleasant  labor.  That 
I  have  an  aavanta^e  over  my  brother  on  the  opposite  side  in  this 
respect,  I  am  frank  to  acknowledge.  The  doctrine  that  all  men 
will  finally  become  holy  and  happ^r,  is  surpassingly  grand  and 
unspeakably  desirable!  What  sentiment  can  be  more  sublime 
and  imposing — ^what  more  honorable  to  that  God  who  is  tht  Feaher 
of  all — ^what  more  in  accordance  with  his  attributes,  or  more  high* 
ly  calculated  to  surround  his  name  and  character  with  a  greater 
efiulgence  of  glory — ^what  more  crediti^le  to  that  Redeemer  wiio 
announced  himself  as  the  ^*  Savior  of  the  world,"  and  *^who 
tasted  death  for  every  man,"  or  more  in  accordance  with  the  work 
he  came  to  accomplish — ^what  more  desirable  to  the  purest  and 
holiest  feelings  of  every  christian  heart — what  more  pleasing  to 
angels,  to  Christ,  to  God  himself,  than  the  doctrine  which  teadies 
that  every  sinner  in  the  universe,  shall  at  last  be  brou^t  to  re- 
pentance, every  stubborn  heart  shall  be  melted  into  contntion,  and 
all  souls,  having  become  purified  from  sin  and  filled  with  love  to 
God  and  man,  shall  be  allowed  to  enter  the  golden  streets  of  the 
New  Jerusalem — 

'*  No  wanderer  lost, 

A  (amily  in  Heavan." 

To  establish  these  exalted  and  soul  cheering  truths,  is  the  plea* 
sing  task  before  me.  But  alas !  what  is  the  uibor  Elder  Holmes 
has  entered  uponi    How  unsatisfactory  and  undesirable,  how 
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dark,  gloomy,  appalling,  the  task  of  attempting  to  sbow  that  a 
doctrine  so  desirable  is  untrue !  What  a  work !  to  strive  to  prove, 
Tirtoallj,  that  Jehovah's  government  is  imperfect !  that  his  law 
will  forever  remain  unfulfilled !  that  his  beneficent  purposes  in 
man's  existence,  are  f  rostrated !  his  plans  of  creation  and  redemption 
fallen  into  inextricable  confusion  1  his  love,  the  yearnings  of  his 
mercy,  his  parental  afiection,  all  unsatisfied !  Jesus  Christ  defeat' 
ed  in  the  great  object  of  his  mission,  unable  to  **  see  of  the  travail 
of  his  soul  and  be  satisfied !"  countless  millions  of  intelligent 
beings,  bone  of  our  bone  and  flesh  of  our  flesh,  who  are  capable, 
under  favorable  influences,  of  arising  up  to  an  equality  with 
angels  in  holiness  and  love,  throst  down  to  the  companionship  of 
devils,  to  roll  in  agony  and  blaspheme  the  name  of  their  Father 
diToughout  eternity  !  and  Ruin  f  ruin  !  RUIN !  written  all  over 
the  greater  portion  of  the  moral  universe  of  the  Most  High  ! ! ! ! 

Such  is  the  disparity  between  the  labors  of  the  parties  in  this 
discussion  !  While  I  can  say  in  all  sincerity,  in  the  presence  of 
God  and  his  angels,  that  I  utterly  detest  and  abhor,  witn  unspeak- 
able loathing  the  distinguishing  tenet  for  which  my  opponent  will 
contend,  Endless  PunisKment--l  know  he  can  return  no  such  com- 
pliment. He  can  entertain  no  feelings  of  this  description,  in  re- 
gard to  the  great  doctrine  I  shall  advocate,  but  must  ^nt  it  his 
entire  Icve  and  adrntfation.  While  not  a  person  in  this  assembly  ^ 
— not  even  my  friend  opposite — no,  nor  any  being  in  the  universe, 
except  such  as  may  possess  the  feelings  of  fabled  demons — can 
pray  for  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  of  endless  woe — all  present,  j 
my  opponent  none  the  less  than  others,  all  good  beings  in  the 
eaurth,  in  every  world  created  by  omnipotence,  and  in  Heaven 
itself,  will  grant  their  ardent  prayers  for  the  troth  of  the  doctrine 
ol  the  repentance  and  salvation  of  all  men  /  What  an  infinite 
distinction !  His  a  doctrine  universally  disliked,  and  in  maintain- 
ing which,  he  will  have  to  contend  against  the  best  and  holiest 
feelings  of  his  heart !  Mine  a  sentiment  as  universally  loved, 
and  fully  according  with  the  highest  and  purest  desires  of  every 
soul.  I  sincerely  pray  the  Father  of  spirits  to  enable  me  to  con- 
duct this  debate  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  instramental  in  throw- 
ing light  upon  the  minds  of  my  opponent  and  those  who  sympa- 
thize with  him,  and  in  leading  them  out  from  the  error  of  theii 
ways — from  their  limited  and  darkened  views  of  the  character  oi 
God  and  the  salvation  of  the  gospel,  into  the  broad  and  trotb-illu* 
mined  fields  of  boundless  g^ce  and  mercy ! 
My  First  Argument  I  build  on — 

THE  DESIRE  OF  GOD. 
Pitovosmos .' — ^l.  God  Dtmrea  Um  final  holinew  and  happiness  of  all  mankind . 
2.  His  d«air«  will  nltimatclj  b«  satisfied. 

Paoor. — I  presume  my  friend  on  the  opposite  side,  will  not  deny 
tlie  existence  of  such  a  desire  in  Uie  Creator.    Every  attribute  per- 
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taining  to  his  moral  cliaractei:,  attests  the  preseDce  of  such  a  de- 
sire. He  is  righteous  and  holy.  Can  a  righteous  and  holy  being 
possess  any  other  desire  than  that  creatures  formed  in  his  own 
image,  should  all  finally  become  holy  and  happy?  The  wise 
man  declares — ^*The  desire  of  the  righteous  is  only  good." — 
(Frov.  xi.  23.)  If  God  is  righteom^  ^id  the  righteous  only  de- 
sire good^  then  his  desire  in  regard  to  the  fiaal  condition  of  man- 
kind, must  be  that  they  shall  all  enter  upon  obedience,  purity, 
and  felicity !  God  is  the  Father  of  all  men.  He  is  a  wise,  good 
and  compassionate  Father.  Can  such  a  parent  entertain  any 
other  dtiire  for  his  ofispring,  than  that  their  final  state  shall  l>e 
one  of  holiness  and  bliss  %  *'  God  is  Love.^' — (1  John  iv.  8.)  Can 
a  beinff  whose  whole  nature  is  /ove,  cheri^  any  other  wish  than 
that  all  the  objects  of  his  love — and  he  loves  the  whole  world — 
(see  John  iii.  16, 17)— shall  eventually  enter  upon  a  state  of  end- 
less happiness  ?  But  I^need  not  elaborate  this  point.  It  will  un- 
doubteaiy  be  acknowledged  by  mv  brother  on  the  opposite  side. 
(^That  Grod  desires  the  holinesaand  happiness  of  all  men,  I  freely 
admit"--(£/(ier  Holmes'  '<  House  upon  the  Sand;'  p,  21.)  This  ia 
my  f riend^s  own  acknowledgment  I 

'Will  this  desire  of  the  Deity  be  satisfied  ?  I  maintain  that  it 
will,  and  that  too,  without  the  slightest  liahUity  Xo  failure.  Will 
my  friend  opposite,  take  the  ground  that  Grod's  desire  will  not  be 
fulfilled  ?  ouch  a  position  would  be  in  plain  violation  of  all  en- 
lightened conceptions  of  a  perfect  God.  Unsatisfied  desire  is  one 
of  the  most  certain  and  prolific  sources  of  wretchedness.  To  in-  ^ 
sist  that  the  Creator's  desire  for  the  eventual  purity  and  felicity  of 
of  all  his  creatures,  shall  forever  remain  unfulfilled,  is  but  to  main- 
tain that  he  will  forever  be  unhappy!  Can  a  father  who  ardent- 
ly  desires  that  his  son  should  become  a  virtuous  and  honorable 
citizen,  be  happy  in  the  frustration  of  that  desire,  when  he  be- 
holds him  led  to  a  felon^s  death?  Can  the  Heav^y  Father, 
whose  love  ^r  his  ofispring  infinitely  exceeds  that  of  any  earthly 
parent,  be  happy,  if  his  desire  for  the  endless  good  of  all,  shall 
perish  in  disappointment?  Can  he  be  happ3r  if  multitudes  innu- 
merable of  the  children  of  his  afiection,  fall  into  endless  sin  and 
misery  ?  If  the  Creator  Desires  the  final  holiness  and  happiness 
of  all  men,  then  he  has  Willed  it.  A  consistent  and  perfect  be- 
ing, would  not  Desire  wliat  he  could  not  Will.  If  it  would  be 
improper  and  impossible  for  such  a  being  thus  to  Will,  it  would 
be  improper  and  impossible  for  him  thus  to  Desire.  If  he  has  De- 
sired and  Willed  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men,  then 
he  has  provided  adequate  ways  and  means  to  accomplish  that  desire 
and  wilL  And  if  he  has  provided  adequjits  ways  and  means, 
then  all  men  must  eventually  become  holy  and  happy !  Where 
is  there  defect  in  this  arriiment? 

Think  ayain :— The  Psalmist  declares  "The  Lord  shall  rejoice 
in  his  woris.*^— (Ps.  ctr.  Bl.)    How  can  the  Lord  r^oiee  in  his 
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iii.  17.)  **  1  came  not,"  ««jr«  Christ,  "  to  judf^e  the  \roiM,  hot  «• 
«ti>tf  the  world.^^ — (John  xii.  47.)  The  Apoetic  John  exclftune — 
"  We  have  seen  and  do  testify,  that  the  Father  sent  the  Son  to  be 
the  Savior  of  the  world." — (1  John  iv.  14.)  "  Behold  the  Lamb 
of  €rod,  which  taketh  away  ihe  sin  of  the  world." — (John  i.  29.) 
Again,  listen  to  the  Redeemer — ^^  And  I,  if  I  he  lifted  up  from  the 
earth,  will  draw  all  men  unto  me." — (John  xii.  32.)  These  acrip- 
tare  testimonies  are  stifficient  to  prove  that  in  his  original  pur* 
poses,  Gbd  intended  the  doctrine  to  he  true  which  teaches  that  all 
men  shall  finall^r  be  holy  and  happy. 

If  such  was  his  intention.,  then  such  manifestly  must  have  been 
his  bdief,  also.  It  cannot  be  supposed  God  would  have  sent  his 
Son  to  be  "the  Savior  of  the  world"—"  to  save  the  world" — "  to 
take  away  the  sin  of  the  world" — **  to  draw  all  men  unto  him" — 
unless  he  believed  Christ  would  be  Me  to  complete  that  work. 
Hence  he  must  have  believed  the  final  salvation  of  all  mankind 
would  be  accomplished  through  his  Son.  Thus  believing,  we  see 
why  it  was  God  inspired  all  his  holy  prophets  to  preach  the  same 
doctrine  !  St.  Peter  declares  "  the  times  of  the  restihUion  of  all 
things,  God  hath  spoken  by  the  mouth  of  all  his  holy  prophets 
since  the  world  began." — (Acts  iii.  21.) 

The  Savior  also  must  have  believed  the  same  doctrine.  Moat 
certainly  he  would  not  have  come  to  save  all  men,  as  the  scriptures 
declare,  if  he  had  not  believed  all  would  be  saved.  Why  should 
a  reasonable  being  attempt  to  do  that  which  he  did  not  believe 
could  be  done !  Moreover  the  angels  of  Crod,  and  all  the  hosts 
of  Heaven,  must  have  believed  the  salvation  of  the  world.  For 
their  belief  assuredly  would  correspond  with  that  of  God  aad 
Christ.  Thus  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation  prevailed  in 
Heaven,  and  formed  a  glorious  theme  for  the  songs  of  angelic 
hosts  around  the  throne  of  Infinite  Groodness! ! 

Is  it  a  matter  of  great  marvel,  that  a  sentiment  which  was  be- 
lieved by  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  all  the  spirits  who  bowed  in 
worship  before  the  throne,  should  be  received  by  us  on  the  earth  ? 
If  the  evidences  of  its  truth  were  sufficient  to  commend  it  to  those 
higher  beings,  ought  not  the  same  evidences,  revealed  through 
Jesus,  to  satisfy  men  of  its  truth  ?  And  can  a  doctrine  which  was 
admitted  into  the  celestial  courts  above,  and  filled  the  hearts  of 
pure  and  spotless  beings,  who  worship  in  the  very  presence  of 
God,  be  a  ftdse  and  dangerous  sentiment  on  the  earth  t  More- 
over can  it  be  imagined  for  an  instant,  that  the  Father  of  spiiits, 
and  his  Son,  and  the  holy  beings  around  his  throne,  were  all  be- 
lieving a  FALSE  DOCTRINE  1  If  so,  who  deceived  them  1  who 
led  them  astrav  ? 

The  fact,  which  my  opposing  friend  will  not  deny,  that  God 
xxriginally  intended  to  make  all  men  holy  and  happy,  is  proof  po- 
sitive, that  they  will  in  due  season,  become  so.     Has  the  Deity 
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That  God  has  not  diumged  bis  most  worthy  and  glorious  pur- 
pose 10  save  all  men,  is  a  position  the  first  dictates  of  reason,  and 
the  whole  testimony  of  the  Bible,  call  upon  us  to  believe.  He 
has  not  chaogsd  it  of  his  own  accord.  This  ia  evident :  for  with 
God  ih&t  is  **no  rariableness,  neither  shadow  of  turning.^ — 
(James  1.  17.)  That  he  has  not  changed  his  purpose  at  the  so/t- 
jutaHorh  or  thtcommand  of  others,  we  majr  be  assured  by  the  dec- 
laration of  inspiration — **  He  is  in  one  mind,  and  who  can  turn 
himi" — (Job  xxiii.  13.)  Who  coi^  command  him '^  None.  Who 
would  solicit  him  to  change  so  good  an  intention  %  No  one,  but 
an  iaimtely  maligiiant  being !  And  would  he  give  heed  to  tuck 
a  solicitation  from  such  a  being?  That  our  Father  in  heaven 
would  give  his  creatures  no  fowsr  to  thwart  his  purpose,  and  rush 
to  their  total  destruction^  is  aelf-evident !  Why  should  he  do  so  ? 
Why  riiould  he  bestow  upon  man  an^  ability,  agency  or  liberty, 
whereby  1^  own  most  gracious  intentions  woiild  be  defeated,  and 
man  himself  made  endlessly  miserable  %  What  call  was  there  for 
a  eoofse  so  destmctiTe  1  What  socigoncy  demanded  it  ?  What 
€ombmation  of  etreumsUMces^  would  render  the  Deity  willing  to 
endow  the  creatwe  with  power  to  overthrow  the  plaisi  of  his 
Ciealor,  and  ruin  himself  '^ 

That  God  cannot  be  disa^ppointed  in  any  of  his  intentions,  we 
axe  bonnd  to  believe  by  every  enlightened  conception  of  a  perfect 
Deity.  This,  indeed,  is  a  |preat  fundamental  truth  asserted  oy  the 
Bible.  *'  He  doeth  aceordmg  to  his  will,  in  the  army  of  Heaven, 
and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  Earth ;  and  tione  can  stay  his 
hand,  or  say  unto  him,  what  doest  thou."— (Dan.  iv.  35.)  p^ow 
as  it  was  Grod's  original  intention  and  deliberate  purpose  to  make 
all  mankind  finally  holy  and  happy,  and  as  he  jhwth  according 
to  his  Will,  or  purpose,  in  Heaven  and  on  £arth,  and  none  can 
tksmsrt  him — it  is  impocNuble  to  arrive  at  any  other  conclusion,  than 
that,  in  the  fulnessof  times,  the  entire  human  race  will  be  brought 
4o  repentance,  purity  and  Heaven ! ! 

My  T\ird  Argument  is  drawn  from — 

THE  OOVKRNMSlfT'OP  GOO. 

'TBn*o«Vloa«— 1.  Mievah  k  a  SovvMiga.    8.  H«  kas  ofbUihtd  ft  G«TC«iuntt 

mmgr  aii  lakiait.    3.  BU  Oofromt  mut  h»  dtsigaad  for  a  ip«eiAc  ofaj«c 

4.  mmi  obj«ei  ia  dia  aacareaad  pewaant  astablifthoMnt  of  tha  good  of  each  an 

ai»j  Wiag  ovar  wkon  it  ia  asarciiad.    &  Qod  ii  parfact— his  OoTamment  it  pai 

1  ia  iU  iinal  lamlu  it  will  bring  all  man  to  a  ttata  of  p«ifact  holincM  am 


Proof. — 1.  Jehovah  is  a  Sovereign:  "0  Lord  God  of  our 
Fathers,  art  not  thou  God  in  Heavenl  And  rulest  not  thou  over 
all  the  kixkgdoms  of  the  heathen  ?  And  in  thy  hand  is  there  not 
.fpwfi  isid  m%htt  so  thit  ju>ne  is  able  to  withstand  thee  V^--^ 
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Chron.  xx.  6.)    "To  the  intent  that  the  Ihring  may  know  titat 
the  Most  High  ruleth  in  the  kingdom  of  mcn."---(Dan.  iv.  17.) 

2.  God  has  established  a  €rovernment  over  all  mankind. 
"Thine  is  the  Einedom,  O  Lord,  and  thou  art  exalted  as  head 
above  all.  Both  riches  and  honor  come  of  thee,  and  thoa  reign*- 
est  over  all."--(l  Chron  xxix.  11,  12.)  "  The  Lord  reigneth,  let 
the  earth  rejoice." — (Ps.  xcvii.  1.) 

3.  His  Government  is  designed  for  a  specific  object.  €rod  is 
an  intelligent  being.  Intelligence  never  acts  without  a  motive  ^ 
or  a  distinct  purpose.  All  the  doings  of  a  wise  and  intelligent 
being,  is  a  constant  and  well-regulated  adaptation  of  fitly  chosen 
means,  to  well-defined  ends.  In  establishing  a  government  over 
men,  the  Creator  must  have  designed  to  aceompfish  some  distinct 
purpose. 

4.  That  purpose  was  to  promote  the  Good,  and  secure  the 
Welfare,  of  each  and  all  beings,  over  whom  his  rovemment  is 
extended.  In  other  words,  to  oring  every  human  being  to  jrield 
entire  obedience  to  those  two  ccmimandments,  which  are  the  Jtfiii 
of  the  law  and  the  prophets,  viz :  "  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy 
Grod,  with  all  thv  heart,  and  with  all  thy  soul,  and  with  all  thy 
mind.  This  is  the  first  and  great  commandment.  And  the  8ec*> 
ond  is  like  unto  it.  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as  thyself." — 
(Matt.  xxii.  87-39.)  To  cherish  this  love  is  to  be  happy  in  any 
world.  That  the  Government  of  €rod  is  established  for  the  good 
of  all,  is  a  clear  deduction  from  the  moral  character  of  the  D^ity. 
He  is  a  holy  being.  "Holy,  holy,  holy,  is  the  Lord  of  hosts; 
the  whole  earth  is  full  of  his  glory." — (Isa.  vi.  3.)  He  ib  just  In 
his  ways.  "  Just  and  true  are  thy  ways,  thou  King  of  Saints.'* 
— (Rev.  XV.  3.)  He  is  impartially  good  and  merciful.  "The 
Lord  is  good  to  all;  and  his  tender  mercies  are  over  all  hia 
works."---(P8.  cxlv.  9.)  A  God  who  is  holy,  just,  good  and 
merciful,  would  not  establish  a  Government  for  the  rood  of  9l  party 
and  the  everlasting  injury  of  the  remainder.  Had  Deity  pursued 
this  course,  in  no  possible  sense  could  it  be  said,  that  ne  was 
gi>od  to  those  whose  injury  was  designed,  even  though  it  was  in> 
nicted  for  the  benefit  of  others.  Hence  the  declaration  of  the 
Psalmist  "  that  the  Lord  is  good  unto  all,"  would  be  untrue  in 
every  particular.  Neither  could  he  aim  at  "  the  greatest  good  of 
the  greatest  number,"  as  usually  understood — that  is,  the  greatest 
good  of  a  portion,  at  the  expense  of  endless  evil  to  others.  Hnmaii 
governments  may  feel  themselves  authorized  to  act  in  some  instan^ 
ces  on  this  principle.  But  such  a  terrible  anomoly  can  only  come 
from  their  imperfection — ^their  lack  of  power,  skill,  ways  and 
means,  to  secure  the  greatest  good  of  all.  If  they  had  the  ability 
to  do  this,  yet  neglected  or  refused  to  accomplish  it,  their  reign 
would  be  t3rrannical  and  oppressive,  ai^d  they  could  be  justly  and 

vfully  hurled  from  power.    In  no  possible  sense  can  it  be  suf^* 
id,  a  Deity  whote  goodnaaa  exttadt  to  all,  axu)  whoM  tntittt 
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natore  is  Xooc,  would  ToliintarilT  so  eoruHitUe  Ids  rovenuneat,  or 
BO  adminisUr  it,  that  it  would  be  mussary  to  renaer  a  part  end- 
lessly miserable,  to  secure  the  happiness  of  the  rest.  Neither 
could  his  Govemment  or  his  plans  become  so  disarranged,  as  to 
tompd  him  to  pursue  this  course,  in  opposition  to  his  original  jwr* 
pose.  His  knotoUdge  is  infinite — his  foresight  extends  through 
all  time  and  eternity,  and  the  entire  uame-work  of  his  Govern- 
ment, with  all  its  details,  were  formed  under  the  light  of  Wisdom 
that  cannot  err.  So  far  from  aiming  at  the  greatest  eood  of  a 
part^  through  the  evil  of  the  remainder,  as  do  the  imper^ct,  erring 
soTemments  of  short*sighted  man,  the  Government  of  God  was 
oesigned  to  secure  the  '^  greatest  ^ood  of  ihegreatest  wwnber*'*  in  the 
true  sense  of  that  phrase — ^that  is,  the  greatest  good  of  ike  whole 
race  of  man  !  !  To  deny  this,  or  to  attempt  to  conceal  it,  is  to  de- 
ay  the  justice,  impartiabty,  goodness  and  love,  of  the  Most  High. 
5.  God  is  a  perfect  being.  ^^  As  for  God,  his  way  is  perfect.'* 
— (2  Sam.  xxii.  31.)  ('His  work  is  perfect." — (Deut.  xxxii.  4.) 
H  Jehovah  is  perfect  in  his  '^wa^^  and  in  his  *' work,"  then  his 
Govemment  over  man  is  a  perfect  Govemment.  It  is  perfectly 
adapted  to  accomplish  the  object  or  end,  for  which  it  was  estate 
lished,  viz :  To  secure  the  permanent  good  of  every  human  being 
over  which  it  extends.  If  Grod  has  made  his  Crovernment  perfect^ 
then  it  is  perfectly  adapted  to  man,  in  all  the  varied  conditions, 
circumstances  and  exigencies,  of  his  beinff .  It  has  light  and  truth 
lot  the  ignorant,  which  it  will  assuredly  pour  into  their  minds 
and  hearts.  It  has  lavfs  to  restrain  the  sinful — revoards  for  the 
virtuous,  and  punishments  for  the  guilty.  But  these  nunishments 
are  not  retaliatory,  revengeful,  or  vindictive.  They  are  inflicted 
in  justice,  tempered  with  mercy,  and  designed  for  the  reformation 
of  the  guilty,  and  an  example  ojf  waming  to  others.  To  suppose 
that  Deity,  in  establishing  a  Crovernment  to  promote  the  good  of 
all  men — to  bring  all  to  obedience  to  the  conmiandments  which 
reouire  them  to  love  God  supremely,  and  their  neighbors  as  them- 
selves, would  take  any  step,  enact  any  law,  or  inflict  any  penalty, 
which  would  result  in  fixmg  vast  multitudes  in  endless  disobe- 
dience, hatred  and  misery — ^is  to  supnose  him  aflected  by  ^eater 
UinJ^iess,  ignorance  and  stupidity,  than  has  ever  been  exnibited 
by  earthly  rulers  in  all  time ! !  Originating  his  govemment  for 
the  endless  benefit  of  the  whole  intelligent  creation,  nothing  would 
be  done  by  him  to  counteract  or  frustrate  that  worthy  and  holy 
purpose ;  but  all  his  measures  would  be  aimed  directly  and  solely 
at  its  completion.  His  Govemment  being  perfect — its  means  and 
resources  oeins  amply  sufficient  to  accomplish  the  object  of  its  es- 
tablishment— ue  infinite  Law-giver  being  infinitely  able  and  trt/- 
liag  to  secure  the  greatest  good  of  the  greatest  number,  which  is 
THE  WHOLE — ^we  are  brought  to  a  conclusion,  as  gratifying  as 
it  is  glorious,  that  the  final  and  grand  result  of  the  operations  of 
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tKat  Ooremmait  will  be  iha  ettMiAausd  of-  UntTetsal  (Km»* 
dience^  Unireraal  Love,  and  UniyeFsal  Happiness ! ! 

Thia  condosioa  is  bhiy  conobomted  by  me  scriptures.  **  llitt 
law  of  the  Lord  is'  perfect,  ccmyerting  tne  soul."^P6.  xix.  7.) 
The  law  of  God  is  so  perfek^  that  it  eTentoaily- woxics  eonvemon^ 
on  erery  soul  subjected  to  ita  swaf.  *^Look  anlo  mcf  and  be  ye 
sayed,-  all  the  ends  of  die  earth ;  for  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none 
else.  I  hare  8¥rDm  by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth 
in  lighteousaess,  and  shall  not  return,  That  unto  me  erery  knee 
shall  bow,  eyery  tongue  shall  swear,  surely  say,  in  the  Lord  haye 
I  righteousness  and  strensth." — (Isa.  xly.  22-24)  This  Ian- 
guacge  predicto  with  remarkable  emphasis,  the  arriyal  of  a  time 
when-ui  intelligent  beinp  will  yield  obedience  to  the  Goremment 
of  God,  and  bow  before  him  in  adora^n  and  praise.  I  consider 
this  argument  aa  sound  both  in  premises  and  CDnciusious*  To 
0trike  a  link  from  its  chain  of  reasoning,  is  but  to  strike  an  At- 
tnbutft  from*  the  natuia  of  Jehoyah. ! ! — [Tme  expired, 

[MR.  HoucjE^  nan  afPLY.] 

Gfentttmen  Moderators t  tmd  Respected  Auditors  ^—In  my  ihat 
speech  on  the  question  already  discussed,  I  assured  the  audience 
ot  my  intentiDn  to  giye  diem  food  for  thought  I  trust  I  baen  thus 
far  redeemed  my  promise.  I  might  haye  proyided  mjrself  with  any 
quantity  of  irreleyant  matter,  adapted  to  nroduce  a  popular  effect, 
and  have  read  it  to  the  congregation,  in  all  the  pomp  and  display 
of  high  sounding  words  and  extrayigant  bombast.  But  this  would 
haye  been  neither  creditable  to  myself,  nor  useful  to  the  hearer. 
I  might  haye  gratified  a  foolish  yanit^r,  supposing  I  possessed  it, 
by  exciting  the  smile  of  superficial  minds ;  but  the  audience  would 
haye  been  neither  better  nor  wiser  than  before.  But  I  haye  felt 
bound,  both  in  principle  and  honor,  to  take  a  di&rent  course.  I 
stand  pledeed  to  the  gentlemen  who  are  to  publish  dus  discusston, 
to  use  my  best  endeayora  to  make  the  book  worthy  of  publication, 
and  perusal,  so  fiar  as  I  am  responsible  for  its  contents :  and  no 
personad  considerations  shall  induce  me  to  yiolate  this  pledge. 

I  also  reminded  you,  that  if  my  opponent  should  refuse  to  define 
hisr  position  on  incidental  qaestions,  or  should  attempt  to  befogs 
your  minds  by  flourishes  and  double  dealing,  ytm  ought  to  attiibute 
it  rather  to  the  weidcness  of  his  cause,  than  to  any  deficiency  in  tal- 
ent or  information. 

Now  I  ask,  if  one  half  of  all  that  my  friead  said  in  the  discus- 
sion of  the  first  question,  can  be  regarded  as  any  thing  else  tha& 
a  direct  attempt  to  throw  dust  into  the  eyes  of  this  congregation » 
and  thus  blind  them  as  to  the  nature  of  the  issue  between  us.  He 
seems  to  haye  acted  on  the  supposition  diat  if  he  throws  dirt  enou(h» 
eome  of  it  will  stick. 
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Mb.  AofTiM.— If  the  brother  is  goipg  bmck  to  the  first  question, 
I  must  claiin  the  privilege  of  replying. 

Mb.  Kolmss.— I  am  not  going  back  to  the  first  qaestion,  being 
qaite  satisfied  with  the  discussion  as  it  stands :  I  am  simply  ex- 
plaining the  bearing  of  remarks  made  in  my  opening  speech,  and 
which  refer  to  the  whole  discussion. 

My  friends,  if  Unirenalism  be  an  error,  it  is  one  of  no  ordinary 
character.  It  is  one  of  the  most  heaven  daring  and  fatal  heresies 
to  be  found  in  the  religious  world.  It  is  directly  antagonistic  to 
every  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  Bible,  and  every  principle  of 
God*s  moral  administration.  There  are  differences  of  opinion  exist- 
ing on  some  points  amongst  those  of  the  evangelidd  school,  but 
they  do  not  unsettle  the  foundations  of  religion  and  morality,  nor 
disrupt  the  bonds  of  christian  fellowship.  If  the  system  of  salva- 
tion I  advocate  be  erroneous,  it  detracts  nothing  from  public  or  pri* 
▼ate  morality,  or  from  the  interest  and  happiness  of  man  in  this  life, 
nor  does  it  hazard  their  souls  in  the  world  to  come.  Not  so  Uni- 
versalism.  If  it  be  false,  it  is  dually  false :  it  cuts  men  loose  from 
mil  saving  influence — it  wrecks  the  spiritual  interests  and  hopes  of 
men  for  both  w(M-lds,and  wo  to  the  man  who  makes  it  his  religious 
tfust ;  such  being  the  chacacter  of  the  gentleman's  theory,  it  becomes 
vs  to  proceed  with,  caution  in  the  discussion  of  this  question,  on  the 
vQDport  of  which  the  whole  hbric  of  Universalism  depends. 

Mr.  Austin  has  told  us  that  his  doctrine  has  a  direct  moral  influ- 
ence on  the  minds  of  men— especially  in  preserving  them  from 
seepticiflBi.    How  does  this  appear  ?    If  to  be  confirmed  in  a  notion 
directly  si^versive  of  Christianity,  is  to  be  saved  from  skepticism, 
I  will  not  dispute  the  claim.    Most  men  wish  to  observe  at  leasts 
a  show  of  respect  for  religion,  for  worldly  and  selfish  ends,  though 
they  may  at  the  same  time  despise  it  in  their  hearts.    How  are  such 
men  saved  from  scepticism  ?    They  may  be  saved  from  an  open 
avowal  of  the  in^elity  of  their  hearts :  but  the^r  maintain  an  in- 
ward hostility  to  every  thing  like  true  religion,  in  both  principle 
and  practice.    If  they  can  get  some  form,  or  profession  of^religionr 
that  will  allow  them  to  retain  their  enmity  of  heart  to  divine  truth 
they  are  ready  to  put  it  on  and  wear  iu    Universalism  saves  mer 
from  scepticism,  if  at  all,  bv  fumisbing  them  with  a  few  scripture 
mtlwte,  and  evangelical  phrases,  as  a  sort  of  fig-leaf  covering  fo 
i&e  baldness  of  their  infidelitv.    But  such  are  the  worst  of  infideh 
AprtUmded  friend,  is  more  dangerous  than  an  (Men  enemy.    I  caj 
honor  the  independence,  though  I  may  pity  the  delusion  of  themaii 
who  rejects  Christianity  entirely ;  he  gives  some  evidence  of  hon- 
esty, however  mistaken ;  but  he  who  pretends  friendship  for  the 
Bible,  and  yet,  robs  it  of  its  truths — he  who  professes  love  for  th» 
Savior,  and  yet  Judas  like,  betrays  him  into  the  hands  of  sinners, 
is  entitled  to  no  credit,  either  for  his  independence  or  relidon.     All 
honest  minds  are  disgusted  with  such  trickery  and  double  dealing. 
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And  is  not  this  a  characteristic  .of  Universalism  ?  A  gentleman,  a 
resident  of  this  place,  met  me  on  the  sidewalk  yesteraay,  and  re* 
marked  that  he  nad  learned  something  new  since  the  commence* 
ment  of  this  discussion :  he  had  lired  in  the  rndst  of  Univer^^ilisio 
for  many  years,  but  was  not  aware  anlil  now^  that  UniverAalii^ts 
rejected  th^  atonement  Here  is  proof  that  the  teachers  of  this 
system  do  sometimes  tolk  like  christians,  though  they  believe  like 
sceptics.  And  yet  my  friend  says  his  theory  saves  men  from 
scepticism ! ! ! 
The  question  now   under  discussion   reads  as  follows: — Is 

TBCBE  SUFFICIENT  ETIDENCE    FOR    BELIEVING  THAT  ll.L  MEN  WILI. 

BE  FINALLY  BOLT  AND  HAPPT  ?  The  affirmative  of  this  question 
is  defended  by  my  friend,  and  to  sustain  it,  is  essential  to  the  ex- 
istence of  his  system.  If  this  proposition  be  not  sustained  to  a 
certainty:  if  there  be  any,  even  the  least  defect^  in  any  one  link  of 
that  chain  of  ar|;ument  which  the  gentleman  shall  preseat:  that 
very  defect,  which  of  course  creates  a  possibility  that  the  system 
may  not  be  true— -is  a  sufficient  reason  why  every  man  who  values 
his  religious  interests,  should  repudiate  the  whole  theory  as  un- 
worthy of  his  confidence.  A  mere  probability  that  the  proposition 
affirmed  by  Mr.  Austin,  is  true,  will  not  answer  the  purpose. 
It  must  be  established  with  the  force  of  a  demonstration,  of  so 
clear  a  character,  that  the  human  mind  can  rest  upon  it  with  cer- 
tainty. The  truth  of  this  proposition  is  certain — or  it  is  uncertain. 
If  uncertain — then  all  who  hang  their  hopes  of  heaven  upon  it, 
are  in  the  same  proportion  uncertain,  whether  they  will  ever  be 
saved  at  all,  since,  by  depending  on  this  system,  they  repudiate 
every  saving  gospel  truth.  And  now  I  take  it  upon  me  to  say, 
here  in  my  place,  that  the  gentleman,  so  far  from  demonstrating 
the  truth  of  his  doctrine,  cannot  establish  a  reasonable  probability 
that  it  is  true.  Indeed,  Universal ists  themselves  are  do^ful  of 
the  soundness  of  their  arguments.  To  show  this,  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  advert  to  the  fact,  that  they  employ  difierent  and  discordant 
processes  to  anive  at  the  same  conclusioii.  One  sap^the  doctrine 
IS  made  out  in  this  way.  No,  says  another,  I  do  not  like  that 
course  of  argumentation,  it  is  better  and  more  conclusively  made 
out  in  this  way :  and  often  the  same  advocate  blows  hot  and  cold 
with  the  same  breath,  and  pulls  down  with  one  hand  what  he 
builds  up  with  another.  The  gentleman  has  now  started  upon 
his  course  of  argument,  and  if  I  do  not  show  him  contradictory  i(v 
his  proofs,  before  we  finish  the  question,  I  will  frankly  acknowl- 
edge, that  in  one  respect  I  have  been  mistaken.  ^1  am  here  re- 
minded of  a  remark  of  the  eentleman,  respecting  my  own  denomi- 
nation—"  that  it  is  much  divided  on  ifitai  points.**  I  deny  this, 
there  is  not  one  word  of  truth  in  it 

Mr.  Austin. — ^Not  his  denomination — I  said  his  clasi  of  crao^ 
gelieal  theolc^l^a. 
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Ma.  Holmes. — Bt  referred  to  my  denomination  in  particular, 
and  tkos  far  my  remark  applies.  I  will  leare  others  to  defend 
themseWes  from  this  allegation,  if  any  defence  he  necessary :  hut 
so  far  as  relates  to  my  own  commanion,  the  assertion  is  not  true. 
Thtie  is  scarcely  division  enough  on  **  vital  points  "  to  create  a 
single  ripple  on  the  surface  of  that  sea  of  peace  and  unity,  which 
mirrors  forth  the  doctrinal  fellowship  of  the  denomination.  There 
has  been  some  contention  and  division  on  the  subject  of  slavery 
and  abolition,  and  I  hope  it  will  continue  until  the  last  vestige  of 
this  abomination  is  swept  from  the  land.  (Mr.  Austin  :  Amen  /) 
I  showed,  in  a  former  speech,  what  sort  of  fellowship  and  unity  may 
be  found  in  the  brotherhood  of  Universalism,  on  vUal  points :  and 
I  now  ask  if  there  is  any  division  or  contention  in  tnat  commu- 
nity on  the  question  of  slavery  ?  I  believe  not^^U  least  I  have 
heard  of  none — and  we  may  account  for  it  in  two  ways : — that 
there  are  no  Universalists  at  the  south-^r,  if  there  are,  the  ques- 
tion of  ethics  has  not  received  sufficient  attention  to  produce  aeon - 
fliet  on  the  moral  bearings  of  slavery. 

As  on  the  question  already  discussed,  I  was  left  in  full  posses- 
sion of  all  my  arguments — so  on  this  question,  I  intend  to  take 
from  Mr.  Austin  every  argument  he  shall  bring  forward.  If  I 
ofliit  any  one,  it  will  be  through  inadvertence.  I  shall  not  tell  you 
at  the  dose  of  the  discussion  on  this  question,  that  I  have  not  had 
time  to  devote  to  the  subject. 

If  my  friend's  arguments  are  too  strong  for  me,  and  I  find  I  cannot 
remove  them,  I  will  not  make  a  lame  attempt  to  excuse  myself,  by 
whining  about  the  want  of  time.  I  have  no  idea  that  the  gentle- 
inan  wfl]  present  any  thing  new  on  this  question :  he  will  pursue 
the  old  beaten  path — present  the  same  stereotyped  arguments, 
brought  forward  a  thousand  times,  and  as  often  refuted :  and  I 
imeikl,  on  this  occasion,  to  fully  and  entirely  refute  them,  or  at  least 
weaken  them,  to  an  extent  that  will  suffice  to  overturn  the  propo- 
sition they  are  brought  to  support. 

As  the  gentleman  maintains  the  inevitable  final  salvation  of  all 
men,  I  wish  him  to  tell  us  what  he  means  by  salvation,  iohen  it  is 
eftcted,  where  and  how  it  is  effected.  Especially  is  he  bound  to 
tell  US  what  salvation  is.  Of  what  use  is  all  his  declamation,  all  his 
rhetorical  flourishes  respecting  salvation,  the  attributes,  intention, 
desire  and  will  of  God,  and  all  that  catalogue  of  phrases  used  by 
hira  to  indicate  the  track  of  his  argument  ? — this  is  of  no  sort  of 
value,  until  we  know  what  salvation  is.  Let  him  first  define  the 
terms  of  the  question,  with  the  same  frankness  that  I  did,  when  I 
opened  the  debate  on  the  other  proposition.  Let  him  tell  us  what 
inen  are  saved  from,  how  they  are  to  be  saved,  and  when,  whether 
ttt  this  life,  or  the  future  world.  These  are  questions  which  I  now 
put  to  Mr.  Austin ;  they  lie  at  the  very  foundation  of  this  question, 
aor  can  it  be  properly  discussed  unless  they  are  answered.  I  wish 
aiao  to  know  wh^her  the  final  hoUnett  and  happiness  for  which 
6*   • 
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he  eofitand*,  is  eftctad  by  Christ  and  his  gospel,  or  by  some  0ther 
agency.  Is  Christ  and  ms  gospel,  neassary  to  that  final  condition 
of  the  hmnan  race  which  my  friend  afBrms  to  be  eneritable,  or 
not  ?  If  not,  I  wish  him  to  say  so — to  commence  with  such  a  dec- 
laration, and  not  talk  of  Christ  as  the  Sarior  of  men  in  Hbmiftfud 
Mate,  when  in  fact  he  has  no  part  nor  lot  in  the  matter. 

If  Mr.  Austin  does  not  lutiswer  these  questions,  I  her  the  audi* 
ence  to  note  it,  and  to  remember  that  his  non-committalism  arises 
from  the  indefensible  nature  of  his  canse.  The  subject  is  beset  widi 
difficulties  and  absurdities,  which  he  does  not  wish  exhibited  be- 
fore this  congregation.  I  say,  the  gentleman  is  afrtnd  to  explain 
himself  on  these  points.  I  will  now  attend  to  my  Mend's  ai^gu* 
ments ;  commencmg  with  the  first,  which  is,  that  all  men  will  be 
finally  holy  t^  happy,  because  "Ood  desires  it.''  God  desires 
the  salvation  of  M  men.  Well,  so  far  as  the  terms  of  this  argu- 
ment are  concerned,  I  hare  no  objection  to  offinr.  I  perfectly  ac« 
cord  with  him  in  the  simple  fact  that  God  desires  the  happiness 
of  all  his  creatures.  And  this  desire  has  no  exclusrre  referenea 
to  their  final  state ;  it  applies  to  man^s  present  state^  and  is  as 
strong  with  respect  to  men  in  this  world,  as  any  other  worid,  or 
state  of  being  where  they  may  exist.  There  are  as  many  ele* 
ments  in  the  desire  of  Ood  now,  as  there  erer  will  be,  and  these 
elements  are  as  efficient  now,  as  they  erer  will  be ;  they  are  as 
powerful  and  controlling  in  their  influence  now,  as  they  er^  will 
he.  God^s  desire  is  therefore  as  absolute  now,  as  it  ey^  will  be, 
and  nothing  can  be  unconditionally  predicated  of  the  desire  of 
God  in  the  future  state,  beyond  what  is  effiscted  by  it  in  diis  life. 

And  now  I  ask,  is  the  desire  of  God  absolute  in  regard  to  hu- 
man salvation  in  this  life  ?  If  so,  why  are  not  all  men  holy  and 
happy  flow  7  God  gives  the  clearest  proof  that  he  desires  the  sal- 
vation of  men  Aere,  by  the  revelation  of  his  word,  the  rift  of  his 
son,  and  the  means  he  employs  to  restore  them  to  himself;  and  yet 
all  men  are  not  saved — ^thousands  reject  and  despise  the  ofiers  ol 
salvation,  and  <*wax  worse  and  worse,"  the  longer  they  live. 
How  will  the  gentleman  explain  this,  if  salvation  aependi  on  the 
desire  of  God  f  Does  he  say  these  characters  are  not  saved  nour, 
because  they  reject  the  gospel  %  This  is  giving  up  his  argumentt 
which  makes  raivation  d^end  on  the  absolute  denre  of  God ; 
besides,  the  very  same  reason  may  prevent  their  salvation  here- 
after. The  gentleman  has  absolutely  no  escape  from  this  diffi- 
culty, except  by  proving  that  God's  desire  will  be  stronger,  and 
more  irresistible  hereafter,  than  it  is  now,  and  will  be  more  abso- 
lute with  regard  to  one  class  of  men  than  anodier.  If  he  can  do 
thi»— «how  that  the  desire  of  God  has  moral  power  when  applied 
to  the  future  world,  which  it  does  not  possess  in  its  application 
to  this  Uf e-— then  there  will  be  some  foundation  for  his  aigumentf 
and  not  before.  This  he  will  not  be  able  to  do ;  we  challenge  h»a 
lothetiial.   Toeftotit,hemaat^ciivetheiaimitlaUlityofG«d^ 
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mad  oTertnra  tlie  argument  from  the  analogy  of  die  dhrine  goTem- 
ment.  And  even  then,  the  work  will  be  but  half  done.  *'  He 
that  belieTeth  ehall  be  saved,  and  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be 
damned,''  is  the  general  proposition  of  Christianity.  This  is  Ood's 
plan  of  salvation  ;  it  most  therefore  explain  the  nature  of  his  de- 
sire. If  God  desires  the  salvation  of  ail  men,  it  is  in  consistency 
with  this  plan,  which  involves  conditions  to  be  performed  by  sin- 
ners. To  desire  the  salvation  of  men  in  any  other  way,  would 
be  to  subvert  the  gospel  which  provides  salvation.  Again,  God's 
government  is  moral,  and  his  intelligent  creatures  are  moral  agents ; 
and  as  the  principles  of  his  government,  and  the  constitution  of  his 
subjects  are  changeless,  the  moral  resiilts  which  men  experience 
under  the  divine  government,  do  not  flow  from  the  desire  of  God  in 
itself  considered,  out  from  the  harmony  of  the  divine  administration, 
considered  with  respect  to  moral  and  responsible  agents.  Hence, 
God's  desire  that  the  human  race  may  be  saved^  must  equadrate 
with  the  constitution  of  man,  and  the  constitution  of  his  own  gov- 
ernment. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  though  God  desires  the  salvation 
of  all  men  in  heaven,  that  desire  does  not,  in  itself,  create  any  de- 
gree of  certainty  that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy. 

Moreover,  this  conclusion  is  still  farther  str^dgthenea  oy  the 
existence  of  vice  of  every  degree  and  form ;  and  the  thousand  oc- 
currences, which  God  neither  desires  nor  approves.  How  often 
has  God  said  to  the  children  of  men,  ^*do  not  that  abominable 
thing  which  I  hate,"  and  yet  they  did  it.  But  if  they  did  what 
he  iSktes,  then  he  neither  willed  nor  desired  it.  If  the  desire  of 
God  controls,  absolutely,  the  results.of  men's  actions  in  regard  to 
themselves,  it  controls  the  actions  also :  but  this  would  remove 
responsibility  from  man — ^make  God  the  direct  author  of  all  sin  in 
the  universe,  and  contradict  his  own  published  declarations. 

My  reply  to  the  gentleman's  argument  on  the  desire  of  God, 
may  be  summed  up  thus : 

1.  God's  desire  is  not  absolute,  but  contingent — Whence  does  not 
exert  any  absolute  control  over  the /no/  destinies  of  men.^ 

2.  The  government  of  God  is  moral — and  men  are  moral  agents^ 
and  must  be  condemned  or  justified,  saved  or  lost,  on  the  princi 
pies  of  moral  law,  considered  with  respect  to  moral  agency. 

3.  If  men  are  considered  as  not  under  the  law,  but  under  erace 
the  question  is  not  changed,  since  the  gospel  of  grace  aflfords  re 
lief  to  the  nnner  only  on  condition  of  repentance. 

4-  The  desire  of  Uod  does  not  subvert,  but  must  move  in  har- 
mony with  his  government — ^his  gospelr—and  the  constitution  of 
man. 

5.  If  the  desire  of  God  should  be  regarded  as  absolute  and  un- 
conditioQal,  in  its  moral  and  controlling  power,  it  would  not  assure 
us  of  Uie  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  M  men,  inasmuch  as  it 
does  Bot  produce  the  holiaess  and  happiness  of  all  mm  in  this 
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life.    That  which  does  not  produce  prnent  holineee  sad  happx* 
nes8,  can  be  no  sufficient  security  for  the  final  salratioa  of  men. 

The  gentleman's  second  argument  is  founded  on  the  intention  of 
God.  Well,  to  this  we  do  not  demur.  God  intended  the  happi- 
ness of  all  orijginally,  and  when  they  apostatized,  he  redeemed 
all.  He  has  given  the  very  best  proof ,  that  his  benevolent  inten- 
tions embraced  the  whole  family  of  man.  The  fallacy  of  the  ar- 
gument does  not  consist  so  much  in  the  terms  employed,  as  in  the 
application.  An  argument  may  be  fallacious,  either  in  the  pre- 
mise or  the  conclusion ;  in  the  present  case,  the  fallacy  is  in  the 
conclusion.  We  know  that  God  did  inUnd,  in  the  establishment 
of  a  government,  to  bring  into  existence  a  universe  of  intelligent 
beings,  under  circumstances  adapted  to  secure  their  happiness. 
But  Uiis  is  a  different  thing  from  intending  to  control,  absolutely^ 
their  final  destiny.  Against  such  an  idea,  the  word  of  God  and 
the  analogy  of  his  government,  raise  their  voice.  Let  Mr.  Aus- 
tin tell  us,  if  he  can,  on  what  principles,  other  than  those  embraced 
in  moral  government,  and  moral  agency,  a  universe  of  intelligentf 
moral  beings,  can  be  constituted  happy  1  If  the  hapinness  for 
which  he  contends  be  moral,  it  can  only  be  conferrea  by  moral 
government — can  only  be  enjoyed  by  moral  agents.  Moral  fov- 
emment,  and  moral  agency,  necessarily  exclude  the  idea  of  abso- 
lute control  o\tx  final  destiny ;  and  yet,  without  such  control,  the 
argument  from  the  intention  of  God,  is  entirely  worthless.  God'a 
intention  b  absolute,  or  it  is  not.  If  not,  then  it  depends  in  some 
measiire  upon  contingency,  and  that  contingency  is  inconsistent 
with  the  certainty  of  tne  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men. 
But  if  the  intention  of  Grod  respecting  the  final  state  of  men,  be 
not  contingent  in  an3r  sense,  but  absolute,  then  does  it  rob  man  of 
the  freedom  of  his  will — the  power  of  choice^  and  of  moral  hap- 
piness, and  overturn  the  moral  government  ojf  God. 

The  gentleman  may  take  which  of  these  conclusions  he  pleases. 
One  of  them  he  must  take,  and  either  of  them  will  disprove  Uni- 
versalism. 

Moreover,  as  the  desire  of  God  harmonizes  with  the  plan  of  sal- 
vation through  Jesus  Christ,  so  also  must  his  intention  :  hence, 
the  nature  of  the  gospel  as  revealed,  must  be  regarded  as  the  only 
reliable  exponent  of  the  divine  intention. 

Now  we  have  already  seen  that  the  gospel  promises  salvation 
to  sinners  only  on  condition  of  repentance  and  faith ;  and  my 
friend  will  not  deny  that  gospel  salvation  is  conditional.  **  Ue 
that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be 
damned.'*  ^'  God  so  loved  the  world  that  he  gave  his  only  begot- 
ten son,  that  tohosoever  believeth  on  him  might  notptrisk,  but  have 
everlasting  life.''  These  and  other  similar  passages  express  the 
conditionsLlity  of  gospel  salvation  so  plainly,  that  the  loose  and 
deceptive  methods  of  interpretation  adopted  by  the  Universalist 
ftohool,  have  not  enabled  them  to  avoid  their  torce.    It  loUowt» 
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tlftenfore,  thst  in  makiag  the  final  salvation  of  men  depend  on 
the  tAtolvU  intention  of  God,  my  friend  contradicts  the  nature  of 
the  gospel,  and  his  own  admission  as  to  the  conditionality  of  gos- 
pel Miration ;  or  else,  gospel  salvation  is  not  neussary  to  the  final 
Iioliness  and  happiness  of  men. 

Mj  reply  to  Mr.  Austin^s  argument  from  the  intention  of  God, 
may  be  summed  up  thus : 

1.  To  control  the  final  destinies  of  men  by  the  absolute  inten- 
tion of  God,  is  to  rob  them  of  moral  agency,  and  the  power  of 
choice,  and  deprive  them  of  moral  happiness,  as  moral  agency  is 
essential  to  moral  happiness.  If,  therefore,  the  argument  from 
the  divine  intention  annihilates  hell,  it  also  annihilates  heaven, 
and  leaves  man  without  a  character  adapted  to  either. 

2.  To  make  the  final  state  of  man  depend  on  the  absolute  in- 
tention of  God,  is  to  destroy  the  moral  character  of  the  divine  gov- 
ernment—-exclude  the  influence  of  moral  law  and  moral  obliga- 
tion ffom  his  retributive  administration,  and  deprive  the  intelli- 
gent universe  of  a  moral  governor. 

3.  The  notion  that  Grod^s  intention  respecting  human  salvation 
absolutely  secures  it,  is  a  positive  contradiction  of  the  nature  of 
the  gospel,  and  the  conditionalit^r  of  gospel  salvation.  Hence,  if 
this  notion  be  true,  gospel  salvation  is  in  no  sense  necessary  to  the 
final  holiness  and  happiness  of  men. 

4.  If  we  suppose  the  intention  of  God  respecting  human  salva- 
tion to  be  absolute,  the  argument  creates  no  certainty  that  all  men 
will  be  saved,  since  the  controlling  influence  of  that  intention  does 
not  secure  present  salvation.  That  which  does  not  produce 
present  salvation,  can  afford  no  sufficient  security  that  it  will  ef- 
fect the  salvation  of  all  men  in  the  future.  Let  the  gentleman 
refute  these  conclusions  if  he  can. — iTime  expired* 

[MK.  AUBTIK^S  SECOND  SPEECH.] 

Brother  Moderators : — To  all  Elder  Holmes  has  said  in  regard 
to  high  sounding  words — ^bombast,  and  throwing  dust  into  the 
eves  of  the  audience,  I  of  course,  have  no  reply  to  make.    It  dis- 
plays a  peculiar  kind  of  taste,  in  which  I  have  no  disposition 
indulffe^~-and  a  lack  of  something  more  substantial  which  may 
cite  tSe  sympathy  of  those  who  hear,  for  my  friend^s  unha] 
predicament,  but  cannot  increase  their  respect  for  him  or  his  cai 
If  he  desires  to  make  capital  out  of  any  such  material,  he  if 
liberty  to  do  so.    For  myself,  I  shall  not  be  his  imitator. 

He  says,  t/Universalism  be  an  error,  it  is  one  ol  the  most  hei 
en  daring  and  dangerous,  ever  given  to  the  world !  ijf  it  is  uu 
error !  Ah,  that  IF,  is  a  very  important  word ! !  Sirs,  is  it  heav' 
en  daring  to  ascribe  infinite  wisdom  and  goodness  to  God — to  in- 
sist that  he  loves  all  his  creatures,  and  will  finally  bring  them  to 
Mpntaace  and  happinea««    Is  it  heaven  daring  to  declare  in  God'a 
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own  words,  HtmX  he  *'  will  hare  all  men  to  be  eared  and  come  to 
the  knowledge  oi  the  truth  ?~-(l  Tim.  ii.  4.)  If  that  is  hearen 
daring,  let  me  ask  what  it  is  virtually  to  ascribe  to  him  a  buk  of 
wisdom  and  goodness  %  What  it  is  to  proclaim  ^at  he  will  not 
*^  have  all  men  to  be  saved,^'  but  will  thnist  his  own  offi»ring  into 
eternal  torments,  and  hear  them  shriek  in  agony,  and  oee  to  be 
granted  the  privilege  of  repenting,  and  yet  peg  in  Tain  ll — not 
one  particle  of  sympathy  or  pity  for  them,  existmg  in  the  Dirine 
nature!  These  dark  and  unholy  imputations,  are  not  hearen 
daring,  I  suppose  1 

But  if  Umrersalism  be  false^  those  who  believe  it,  my  friend 
asserts,  will  be  in  great  danger !  What  a  miserable  attempt  to 
frighten  the  timid  from  a  gr^  truth.  IF  it  should  prove  false ! ! 
This  is  surmising  an  impombiltty.  Before  Univtfsalism  can  prove 
false,  the  Scriptures  must  prove  fsdse ! — the  Apostles  and  all  the 
holy  Prophets  since  the  world  benua,  must  prove  false !  Christ 
and  his  Gospel,  must  prove  false  T  GOD  and  his  pledged  and  sab- 
ered OATIl,  must  prove  false ! !!  If  it  should  torn  out  that  all 
these  are  false,  then  I  will  allow  my  doctrine  may  also  prove 
false.  But  until  there  is  some  remote  possilnlity  that  falsity  thus 
pertains  to  every  thing  divine,  the  word  "if,*^  in  such  connection) 
has  no  significance  whatever. 

Allowing,  however,  that  no  dependence  can  be  placed  on  the 
positive  declarations  of  Prophets  and  Apostles,  and  of  Jesus  Christ, 
that  all  men  shall  be  saved— fdlowing  that  God  is  precisely  that 
malignant,  wrathful,  pitiless  t3rTant,  which,  I  regret  to  say, 
the  partialist  clergy  too  often  represent  him  to  be— what  then  % 
I  maintain  that  even  in  this  case,  Universalists  would  stand  at 
least  as  good,  if  not  a  better,  chance  of  being  saved,  as  any  other 
class! 

Cruel  and  heartless  despots  like  to  be  well  spoken  of.  They 
certainly  feel  more  favorably  inclined  towards  those  who  repre- 
sent them  as  mild,  good  and  loving,  than  those  who  draw  a  darker 
and  truer  picture  of  their  character.  Should  it  finally  prove  that 
the  scriptures  utter  falsehood  when  they  declare  **  God  is  Love," 
and  the  partialist  doctrines  assert  the  truth,  wj^en  they  virtually 
insist  he  is  the  concentration  of  cntdty^  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  Methodists,  Presbyterians,  Baptists,  or  any  other  self  styled 
Evangelical  sect,  would  be  safer  than  believers  and  proclaimers 
of  Crod^s  impartial  grace. 

The  £lder  chants  the  old  song,  and  tells  the  old  story  of  tn/I- 
delitu  !  iNFinfiUTT ! !  When  men  of  his  school  of  theology  have 
nothing  else  that  will  answer  their  purpose,  they  talk  about  the 
infiddity  of  Universalism ! !  as  though  the  people  were  so  stupid 
as  not4o  see  that  this  outcry  only  proves  the  want  of  solid  argu- 
ment. My  friend  has  ffone  so  far  as  to  intimate  that  UnivevMd- 
ists  are  ike  worst  kind  €f  infid^  f  I  desire  to  put  an  extinguisher, 
at  least  diving  the  vtmaiader  of  this  debate,  oti  all  euch  ndictt- 
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kms  a86«rt!oiM— «nd  will,  if  such  a  thing  as  ^me  can  deter  a 
man  mho  poMesses  any  dtgrte  of  self  respect,  from  migrepresent- 
mr  his  neighbors. 

Infidelity  indeed !  Prajr  what  kind  of  infidelity  is  that  which 
consists  in  believing  in  God,  in  Christ,  in  the  scriptures,  in  the 
Tesnrrection  of  the  dead,  and  immortality  beyond  the  grave ! ! 
Why  will  men  of  sense  allow  themselves  in  this  enlightened  age, 
to  eomrait  s6  great  a  folly,  as  to  charge  inflddity  on  a  class  of 
christians  who  hold  such  sentiments  as  these  ?  If  infidelity  can 
be  laid  at  the  door  of  any  portion  of  the  religious  community  in 
Christendom,  it  will  be  found  in  a  neater  degree  pertaining  to 
those  very  sects  who  are  so  free  ana  flippant  in  casting  it  upon 
od^ers.  What  is  tri/?(le/tly  ?  It  is  unbelt^.  Hence  the  ^  a  man 
believes  in  Qod  and  Christ,  ^e  more  infidel  he  is.  And  the  more 
one  believes  in  them,  the  less  he  has  of  infidelity.  Tried  by  this 
put  standard,  where  will  the  charge  of  infidelity  lie  the  most  le- 
ritiaiatel3r  ?  Universalists  believe  more  of  God  than  others.  The  j 
believe  his  wisdom  is  perfect,  that  his  power  is  omnipotent,  his 
goodness  limitless  and  endless — and  that  all  his  gracious  plans 
and  purposes  respecting  man,  will  be  ultimately  crowned  with 
rlorious  success.  My  friend,  and  those  of  his  class,  have  a 
belief  that  falls  infinitely  short  of  this.  They  believe  God's  wis- 
dom is  short  sighted,  his  power  is  limited,  his  goodness  partial 
and  fleeting,  and  his  plans  in  regard  to  man's  redemption,  have 
sunk  into  inextricable  confusion  and  ruin !  Which  of  tnese  classes 
has  the  most  of  infidelity — ^which  have  the  least  belief  in  God ! 
Christ  declares  positively,  that  he  came  "to  save  the  world." 
Universalists  bebeve  he  is  abundantly  fitted  and  competent  to  fulfil 
this  work — ^that  he  is  both  able  and  willing  to  save  the  world, 
and  complete  the  mission  on  which  his  Father  sent  him.  But  not 
one  of  the  Evangelical  sects,  have  this  amount  of  belief  and  con- 
fidence in  the  Redeemer.  The  Calvanists  believe  he  is  able  but 
not  willing  to  save  the  worid — ^the  Methodists  believe  he  is  iri/- 
ling  but  not  aJble  to  save  the  world.  In  this  case,  who  does  not 
see  that  infidelttjf — ^ukbilief — rankles  most  visibly  in  that  class 
who  arc  so  forward  in  charging  it  upon  those  who  difier  fro 
them  only  in  having  more  of  faith  in  the  Father  and  the  So 
Let  us  hear  no  more  of  the  senseless  cry  of  the  infidelity  of  U 
versalism!! 

My  brother  Holmes  says  he  met  a  gentleman  yesterday  y^ 
was  not  aware  that  the  Universalists  rejected  the  doctrine  of  Ato 
ment,  and  who  was  astonished  at  it !    I  know  not  who  this  gi 
tleman  could  have  been }  but  the  vastness  of  his  intelligence,  a. 
the  profundity  of  his  knowledge,  cannot  but  challenge  the  admi- 
ration of  all  men !    Pray,  where  did  he  learn  that  Universalists 
reject  the  Atonement  %    He  and  his  informant  have  but  verified 
the  &tviof  s  declaration — "  If  the  blind  lead  the  blind,  both  shall 
liii  into  the  ditch*''    Universalists  do  iror  reject  the  Atonement. 
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Tbey  beliere  that  doctrine  as  it  it  presented  in  the  Bible.  They 
beliere  the  object  of  Christ's  mission  was  to  effect  an  At^on^-meM 
— ^to  bring  the  creature  into  unity  with  the  Creator — ^to  reconcile 
man  to  G^d.  Yea,  they  believe  the  declaration  of  St.  Paul,  that  it 
pleased  the  Father  through  his  Son,  **  to  reconcile  ALL  THINGS 
unto  himself  ."—(Colos.  i.  19-20.)  But  Universalists  whUe  sirii*\ 
cerely  believing  the  gospel  doctrine  of  the  Atonement,  decidedly 
reject  the  did  Heathen  dogma  of  a  sacrifice  to  placate  the  wiath 
of  a  god,  to  enable  men  to  sin  and  avoid  punishment — A  misera- 
ble error  which  was  incorporated  into  the  doctrines  of  the  Chris- 
tian Church  in  the  Dark  Ages,  and  which  singularly,  is  still  clung 
to,  by  the  partialist  Clergy,  under  the  name  of  Manement. 

Tfaie  Elder  presents  a  wonderful  argument  against  Unirersalism,  ^^ 
in  his  objection  that  its  advocates  have  many  different  ways  in 
presenting  their  evidences  of  its  truth.  Because  amid  the  abun- 
dance of  Arguments  in  proof  of  the  impartial  and  limitless  grace 
and  goodness  of  the  Father  of  all,  which  prevail  in  scripture,  in 
reason,  in  nature^s  works,  some  of  its  advocates  draw  their  weap- 
ons in  its  defence  from  one  department  of  the  Great  Armory  wiui 
which  Grod  has  furnished  them,  and  some  from  another,  the  El- 
der reasons,  that  hence  the  sentiment  cannot  be  true.  In  other 
words,  there  are  numerous  methods  by  which  Universalism  can  be 
proved  to  be  true,  and  hence  it  must  be  false  !  1  This  is  a  spe- 
cimen of  the  deep  water^  of  which  my  friend  talks  so  much  ! 

If  the  fact  that  a  sentiment  is  supported  and  defended  in  a  va- 
riety of  ways,  is  an  evidence  that  it  is  false,  what  shall  we  say  of 
his  favorite  doctrine  of  the  Atonement  ?  There  probably  never 
was  a  theory  which  its  advocates  held  and  propagated  in  so  many 
different  forms  as  this.  There  are  hardly  any  two  denominations 
throughout  the  Evangelical  ranks,  who  entertain  the  same  views 
in  regard  to  the  Atonement.  And  this  great  contrariety  of  opin- 
ions on  the  subject,  has  prevailed  ever  since  that  Pagan  absur- 
dity stole  its  way,  with  a  multitude  of  similar  corruptions,  into 
the  midst  of  Christian  doctrines.  This  fact  shall  be  corroborated 
by  Rev  David  Holmes,  A.  M.,  himself,  in  his  article  in  the  Meth- 
odist Quarterty  Review.  He  says :  "  The  history  of  the  various 
theories  taught  since  theologians  biegan  to  make  Atonement  a  sub-^ 
ject  of  epeaUation,  is  both  curious  and  instructive.  *  ♦  *  ♦ 
To  describe  the  various  and  conflicting  theories  brought  into  be- 
ing by  the  wand  of  theological  diviners  since  the  fifteenth  century, 
would  require  more  space  than  can  be  spared  in  this  paper.^*— <(i2!e- 
viewy  pp.  415—416.) 

Elder  Holmes  sa}s  he  intends  to  take  every  argument  out  of 
my  hands.  I  hope  he^  will  if  he  has  the  power  to  do  so.  And 
to  assist  him  in  his  goodly  work,  I  will  present  my  arguments  in 
a  manner  so  plain,  clear  and  distinct,  that  none  can  misunderstand 
them.  He  is  at  full  liberty  to  "  come  and  take  them,^'  ifhecani 
But  how  does  he  proceed  in  this  work  1    How  does  he  tULe  from 
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ne  my  aigume&t  on  the  IitUrUionof  God  ?  Why,  he  wants  firet 
to  know  what  salvation  is.  It  is  truly  remarkable  that  my  bro- 
ther, with  all  his  experience  as  a  preacher,  and  all  his  attainments 
as  a  scholar  and  theologian,  has  not  yet  learned  what  salvation 
i^.  And  supposing  the  people  to  be  as  ignorant  as  himself  on 
this  point,  he  is  anxious  I  should  explain  to  them  what  salvation 
ift— as  though  they  had  no  Bibles  in  their  hands,  or  could  not  read 
that  holy  book  for  themselves !  The  very  first  lesson  in  the  gos* 
pel — the  very  first  chapter  in  the  New  Testament,  explains  the 
whole  of  this  subject,  in  declaring  the  simple  truth  that  Christ 
came  to-save  men  from  $in  f  I  know  that  this  answer  does  not 
''suk  the  Elder,  for  the  reason  that  the  Bible  and  his  own  theory 
are  at  variance.  But  I  can  give  him  no  better  reply.  The  scrip- 
tures furnish  me  with  none  other.  He  desires  me  to  inform  him 
when  and  where,  men  are  to  be  saved  ?  I  answer,  when  and  where 
thev  repent  of  sin !  In  this  world  or  in  any  other,  when  a  being 
truly  repents  of  sin,  he  is  saved  from  it. 

The  Elder  admits  the  correctness  of  my  premises,  in  the  argu- 
ment on  the  Intention  of  Qod.  He  has  no  doubt  the  Deity  ongi- 
nallv  intended  to  save  all  men.  He  must  take  this  ground,  or  step 
on  the  old  Coloinistic  platform.  But  in  making  this  admission  he 
admits  all  I  can  ask,  and  gives  me  the  Argument.  If  God  origi- 
nally intended  to  save  all  men,  then  my  friend  must  necessarily 
take  one  of  two  positions,  viz  :  that  God^s  original  intention  will 
ht  fulfilled,  or  it  will  be  defeated.  If  it  is  defeated,  then  Jehovah 
is  an  imperfect  being,  and  no  dependence  can  legitimately  be 
placed  upon  him  for  any  thing.  But  if  his  intention  heftdfilUd, 
then  all  men  will  finally  be  saved  from  sin,  and  made  holy  and 
happy ! !  There  is  no  possibility  of  avoiding  one  of  theae  con- 
clusions. My  friend  can  adopt  that  which  is  the  most  agreeable 
to  him. 

He  has  made  an  attempt  to  answer  my  argument  from  the  De* 
sire  of  God.     He  takes  the  strange  ground  tnat  notwithstanding 
the  Creator  DESIRES  the  salvation  of  all  men,  it  is  no  evidence 
they  will  be  saved.     To  sustain  himself  in  this  position,  he  insists 
that  God's  desires  are  not  always  accomplished !     That  he  desireo 
men  to  be  holy  and  happy  here,  but  they  do  not  become  so 
Therefore  he  feels  no  conndence  that  they  will  be  holy  and  hap- 
py hereafter,  notwithstanding  Jehovah  desires  it.    This  is  one  o 
the  most  common  and  favorite  objections  to  my  position,  and  ye 
it  is  most  illogical,  Atheistical,  and  fatal !    It  is  illogical,  in  tna 
it  takes  the  ground  that  whatever  God  desires  for  man  in  a  future 
and  ultimate  condition,  he  desires  for  him  in  the  present  life. 
There  is  no  soundness  in  this  position.     It  overlooks  the  impor- 
tant fact  that  God  was.pleased  to  create  men  subject  to  vanity  and 
imperfection. — (Rom.  viii.  20.  21.)    This  subjection  was  not  for 
the  purpose  of  exposing  them  to  endless  wretchedness — much  less 
iof  taa  purpOM  of  plunging  them  into  fuch  a  state.    But  it  wae 
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designed  as  a  Btate  of  discipline,  which  by  its  Taried  lessona  ol 
experience,  will  prepare  those  who  pass  thrcHigh  it,  for  a  more 
exalted  and  perfect  condition  of  happiness  than  they  could  other- 
wise attain  to.  It  overlooks  also,  that  man  is  created  a  progrm' 
five  being,  both  moraUy  and  mentaliy.  God  desi^pts  him  to  pass 
through  rarious  stages  of  process  until  he  arrires  to  the  full  de- 
veiopement  of  all  the  capacities  of  his  souL  He  will  then  hare 
arriyed  at  that  ultimate  state  of  perfection  and  happiness  into 
which  the  Creator  from  the  first  designed  to  bring  him ! 

In  view  of  these  facts,  what  loUy  to  insist  that  Grod  desires  men 
in  this  life — the  first  stage  oi  their  process,  to  be  in  the  same  con* 
dition  of  perfection,  that  they  will  enjoy  when  they  have  ptuaed 
through  me  entire  pro^ressiye  journey  and  attained  to  the  high 
position  whither  it  will  lead  them.  And  what  greater  folly  to 
insist  God's  desires  %i^  frustrated^  because  man  at  the  commence- 
ment of  his  progress,  is  not  at  tiu  same  pointy  he  will  be,  at  its 
conclusion.  This  is  as  consistent  as  it  would  be  to  insist  that 
God*8  desires  are  not  accomplished  because  the  child  is  not  as  fully 
developed  in  his  capacities,  as  the  man — or  that  his  purpose  and 
desire  in  nature,  are  frustrated,  because  the  twig,  when  it  shoots 
from  earth,  does  not  produce  fruit,  like  the  mature  tree.  How 
profound  such  theology  V  How  deep  the  water ! 

The  position  that  God^s  desires  are  not  always  accomplished, 
is  Atheistical.  If  the  Deity  cannot  fulfil  his  desires,  then  he  is 
imperfect.  He  either  cherishes  wrong  desires — or  if  his  desires 
are  good  and  proper,  he  lacks  both  in  power  and  wisdom  to  satisfy 
them.  In  either  case,  he  must  be  imperfect .  If  he  is  imperfedy 
he  is  not  the  true  God — and  if  Hs  is  not  the  true  Grod,  then  there 
ts  no  God  !  ! 

The  objection  that  God's  desires  are  not  always  accomplished, 
is  fated  to  those  that  urge  it ;  inasmuch  as  it  cuts  off  the  surely  of 
their  own  hopes  of  salvation.  If  the  desires  of  such  a  being  as 
Jehovah,  are  not  accomplished  in  some  respects,  they  mav  not  be 
in  others,  1  presume  Elder  Holmes  will  acknowlege  Gk>d  desires^ 
that  tdl  the  partialist  clergymen  and  church  members,  shall  finally- 
become  perfectly  holy  and  happy,  in  the  future  world.  If  this  is 
so,  then  accordmg  to  his  logic,  God  desires  them  to  be  perfectly 
holy  and  happy  in  this  life.  But  his  desire  in  this  respect  is  not 
accomplished — thev  are  neither  perfectly  holy  nor  happy  here — 
hence  his  desire  that  they  shall  become  perfectly  holy  and  happy 
hereafter,  cannot  be  accomplished — and  my  friend  and  all  his 
evangelicals  must  be  lost  forever ! ! 

The  imperfection  of  this  species  of  logic  is,  it  overlooks  the 
fact  that  God's  desire  in  respect  to  man's  wtimate  condition,  does 
not  imply  that  he  desires  the  same  for  him  now  in  the  incipient 
stages  of  his  being^-and  that  the  subjection  of  the  creature  to 
vanity  and  imperfection  in  this  life,  is  in  accordance  with,  and  not 
in  opposition  to,  hia  original  Will  and  Purpose  I    Besides  all  this^ 
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the  podtion  of  Elder  HcHmes  that  Qod^B  desires  are  not  always 
accomplished,  ijnrolTes  a  point-blank  contradiction  of  the  Bible, 
and  puts  the  stamp  oi  falsehood  on  the  declaration  of  Jehovah ! ! 
The  scriptures  expressly  declare  of  God,  that  **  what  his  soul  de* 
wetk,  even  THAT  he  DOETH."— <Job  xxiii.  13.)  Butmy  friend 
insists  that  God  does  mot  accomplish  what  kis  soui  desirM  /  /  I 
leave  the  £Ilder  to  reconcile  his  assertion  with  the  declaration  of 
God's  holy  word !  One  or  the  other  has  manifestly  uttered  that 
which  is  false  ! 

My  Fourth  argument  is  predicated  on — 

THE  FULPILLBIBNT  OF  THE  LAW  OP  LOVE. 
PsOPOSfTiOM. — 1.  Tlie  Creator,  in  Ms  moral  law,  has  enjoined  it  upon  every  htx- 
man  batng ,  as  a  sacred  obligation,  to  lore  Gk>d  supremely,  uid  his  neighbor  as  him- 
•df.    2.  Tliat  law  wiU  in  due  time,  be  vniTertally  Ailfllled»    3.  Wbenall  men  thua 
lore  Qod  and  their  netchbor,  they  will  be  holy  and  happy. 

Proof. — 1.  It  has  been  enjoined  on  every  human  being  to  love 
God  supremely  and  his  neighbor  as  himself.     **  Master,  which  is 
the  great  commandment  in  the  Law  ?    Jesus  said  unto  him.  Thou 
shalt  love  die  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy  heart,  and  with  aU  thy 
soul,  and  with  all  thy  mind.    This  is  the  first  and  great  command- 
ment.   And  the  second  is  like  unto  it.  Thou  shaltiove  thy  neigh- 
bor as  thyself.    On  these  two  commandments  han^  all  the  Law 
and  the  frophets."— (Matt.xxii.  36-40.)    The  enjoining  of  Love 
to  God  and  to  man,  is  the  sum  and  siUjstance  of  all  the  command- 
ments which  the  Creator  has  laid  upon  men.    The  great  object 
of  the  Holy  One  in  establishing  the  Levitical  law,  in  all  his  teach- 
ings through  his  holy  pro|>hets,  and  in  sending  his  Son  to  estab- 
11^  his  gospel,  was  to  bring  mankind  to  yield  obedience  to  this 
requirement.    The  entire  moral  law  of  Jenovah,  and  all  his  re- 
auirements  of  man,  are  summed  up  in  these  two  commandments. 
To  3rield  obedience  to  them,  is  to  obey  in  every  thing  God  requires 
of  ms  creatures.    That  this  is  the  Great  Law  of  all  the  Laws  of 
God — ^that  it  comprehends  all  the  duties  enjoined  on  man — ^is  not 
only  evident  from  the  language  of  Christ,  but  also  from  the  dec- 
larations of  his  Apostles.     "  If  there  be  any  other  commandmer 
it  is  briefly  comprehended  in  this  saying;,  namely,  Thou  sh 
love  thy  neighbor  as  thyself." — (Rom.  xiii.  9.)     St.  James 
nominates  it  "  the  Royal  Law."— (James  ii.  8.)    "  Love  is 
fuimiing  of  the  law."— (Rom.  xiii.  10.)     "All  the  law  is  fulfil 
ta  diis  word,  even  in  this,  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as  tl 
self."— (Gal.  V.  14.) 

This  is  not  an  arbitrary  law,  originating  simply  in  the  so^ 
reignty  and  will  of  God ',  but  one  growing  directly  from  man^s  n« 
ture,  and  enacted  with  special  reference  to  his  happiness.  It  is 
for  the  want  of  this  hve,  that  men  commit  evil,  and  injure  and 
destroy  one  another.  It  is  from  the  absence  of  love,  that  the 
greater  portion  of  human  wretchedness  proceeds.  Let  a  man  ful- 
il  the  law  of  love,  and  he  is  neceasamy  happy  >.    Let  all  men 
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yield  it  their  obedience,  and  unireraal  happiness  prevails.  God 
loTes  all  mankind  and  blesses  all.  From  this  fact,  an  obligation 
grows,  binding  all  men  to  love  God,  and  one  another,  in  return. 

2.  This  law  of  Love,  will  in  dne  time,  be  universally  fulfilled. 
All  men  will  yield  it  their  obedience.  This  position  may  be  main- 
tained on  the  simplest  rules  of  moral  philosophy.  *^  Like  begets 
like."  God  loves  all  mankind  with  infinite  and  endless  love.  A 
knowlcfdj^e  of  the  existence  of  this  love,  in  our  Maker,  will  in  pro- 
cess of  time,  as  certainly  awake  a  returning  love  in  the  bosoms 
of  all  men,  as  cause  produces  effect.  The  great  reason  why  so 
many  in  this  life,  fail  to  love  God,  is  their  ignorance  of  God's  love 
for  them,  or  the  want  of  a  proper  realization  of  that  love.  I  re- 
gret I  am  constrained  to  declare  that  much  of  this  ignorance  of 
God's  love,  and  the  lack  of  its  realization,  is  to  be  attributed  to 
representations  of  Deity,  made  by  limitarian  clergy  from  the  sa- 
cred desk.  It  has  been  held  up  to  the  world  in  such  light,  that 
tinners  have  been  lead  to  imagine  he  entertains  for  them,  any 
other  emotion  than  love !  But  when  men  become  emancipated 
from  the  thraldom  of  false  doctrines,  and  the  clear  sunlight  of  his 
love,  falls  gently  and  sweetly  on  the  souls  of  all,  as  it  must  in  due 
time,  in  this  life  and  the  next,  it  will  awaken  returning  love 
throughout  the  entire  ranks  of  humanity. 

That  this  law  of  love  will  be  obeyed  eventually,  by  all  men, 
is  proved  positively  by  the  declaration  of  our  Savior.  He  came 
expressly  to  bring  about  such  obedience.  ^^  Think  not  that  I  came 
to  destroy  the  law,  or  the  Prophets.  I  am  not  come  to  destroy 
but  to  fulfill.  For  verily  I  say  unto  you.  Till  Heaven  and  Earth 
pass,  one  jot  or  one  tittle,  shall  in  no  wise  pass  from  the  law,  till 
be  fulfilled."— (Matt.  v.  17, 18.)  Here  Jesus  declares  the  law  of 
God  shall  all  be  fulfilled,  inevery  "jot  and  tittle.''  The  fulfill- 
ment of  a  law  is  the  accomplishment  of  the  purpose  for  which 
it  was  enacted.  What  is  the  fulfillment  of  this  law  of  love  1 
Nothing  else,  and  nothing  less,  than  its  obedience  by  every  crea- 
ture upon  whom  it  is  enjoined — ^i.  e. — all  men.  The  fulfillment  of  a 
law  is  the  bringing  of  men  to  an  obedience  to  its  demands.  This 
law  demands  love,  of  all  men.  St  Paul  declares  "  Love  is  the  ful- 
filling of  the  Law."  Hence  so  long  as  one  being  in  the  race  of 
man  refuses  or  neglects  to  love  God  and  his  neighbor,  the  Royal 
Law  of  Love,  remains  unfulfilled. 

The  laws  against  thefl  and  slander  are  unfulfilled  so  lone  as 
men  steal  and  calumniate.  To  punish  men  for  violating  these 
laws,  does  not  fulfil  them.  When  all  men  scrupulously  respect 
the  property  and  character  of  their  fellow  beings,  the  laws  against 
theft  and  slander  will  be  fulfilled,  and  the  object  of  their  enact- 
ment accomplished.  In  like  manner  the  punishment  of  those  who 
neglect  God's  Law  of  Love^  although  surely  inflicted,  is  not  its 
fatkUment,  h  is  but  one  of  the  means  which  lead  to  its  fulfillment 
When  all  haman  beings  shall  be  brought  by  ^e  eniighteaiii^  in- 
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Huenees  of  the  g08|>el,  to  love  God  with  all  their  heart,  soul  and 
mind,  and  their  neighbors  as  themselres,  then  the  sublime  and 
glorious  Law  of  Love  will  be  perfectly  fulfilled ! !  That  time  is 
yet  to  arrive.  The  Savior  solemnly  declares  that  the  Law  which 
thus  enjoins  love,  shall  all  be  fulfilled,  in  every  jot  and  tittle,  in 
every  possible  respect.  Nothing  shall  frustrate  its  fulfillment. 
"  Heaven  and  Eartn"  shall  sooner  pass  away,  than  that  law  fail 
of  accomplishment  in  every  individual  being  of  the  whole  rac« 
of  man ! ! 

3.  It  is  self-evident  that  when  all  men  are  brought  to  cherish 
the  spirit  of  love  to  God  and  their  fellow-beings,  then  all  will  be 
holy  and  happy.  Where  perfect  love  presides,  there  all  is  holi- 
ness and  happiness !  Gracious  promise — precious  pledge ! !  Love 
shall  vet  prevail  throughout  the  Universe !  Every  created  heart 
shall  Deat  with  the  delicious  rapture  of  its  presence.  €rod  has 
purposed  it — Christ  is  pledged  to  accomplish  it — angels  are  enga- 
ged in  the  work  of  completing  it — ^the  prayers  of  all  rood  men 
and  saints,  are  uttered  for  so  desirable  a  consummation!! !  And 
who  would  prevent  it  1  Who  can  prevent  it  1  What  power  can 
interfere  to  thwart  it  ?  What  agency,  what  beine,  shall  stand 
between  God  and  the  hearts  of  his  creatures  1  Who  will  tay — 
who  dare  say — ^that  the  Father  of  Spirits,  shall  not  yet  receive 
that  which  is  so  justly  his  due — the  supreme  love  of  every  being 
formed  in  his  image  1 

My  FifUi  Argument  is  drawn  from— 

THE  PABBNTAL  CHARACTER  OF  OOD. 
Pbopositioii.— 1.  God  is  the  Father  of  «U  men.  3.  Hi*  affection  for  hit  oi&priaf, 
im  of  tile  taiOM  nature  aa  that  of  a  wise  and  good  earthly  father,  bnt  infinitely  strong* 
m  mad  iBore  eiklnrinf .  S.  AU  that  a  wise  and  good  earthly  parent  wonld  do  for^ 
haa  dwldrett,  had  ha  the  power,  our  HeaTonly  Father  will  do,  in  the  fnlneae  of  times, 
for  an  men. 

Pmoop. — 1.  God  is  the  Father  of  all  men.     "Have  we  not  all 
one  Father?"— (Mai.  ii.  10.)     "And  hath  made  of  one  blood  all 
nations  of  men,  for  to  dwell  on  all  the  face  of  the  earth .    *    *    * 
For  in  him  we  live,  and  move,  and  have  our  being :   as  certair 
also  of  your  own  poets  have  said.  For  we  are  also  nis  offspring 
Foraamnch  then  as  we  [Jews,  Gentiles,  Christians,  Pagans]  ar* 
the  ofispring  of  God,  we  ought  not  to  think  that  the  Godhead  ii 
like  unto  gold,  or  silver,  or  stone,  graven  by  art  and  man^s  de 
vice."— (Acts.  xvii.  26-29.)  .  "One  God  and  Father  of  all,  whc 
is  above  aU,  and  through  idl,  and  in  you  all." — (Eph.  iv.  6.) 
"Bat  to  us  there  is  but  one  God,  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all 
things."— (1  Cor.  viii.  6.)     "For  this  cause  I  bow  my  knees  unto 
the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  of  whom  the  whole  family 
in  Heaven  and  Earth  is  named." — (Eph.  iii.  14, 15.)    (jod  is  "  the 
Father  of  Spirits." — (Heb.  xii.  9.)    "Our  Father,  which  art  in 
Heaven."— (Matt.  vi.  9.) 

FftDtBtal  fttationthip  it  not  artiAeial;  it  doee  not  originatt  im 


y  Google 


I4t  AITBTI!l'fl'0ftM«» 

law  or  euftosi,  to  be  diMolved  as  wlunii  or  oapriee,  or  wiUf  \ 
diQtate.  It  is  a  tie  of  naturt,  and  hence  is  indiBSokible  and  inde^ 
etructible.  Those  who  stand  connected  as  parents  and  chilc^eny 
must  forever  remain  so.  -God  beiaff  the  Father  of  all  men,  will 
through  eternity,  hold  that  relationwiip  toward  them.  It  was  by 
no  agency  of  man  that  the  link  was  formed  whioh  connects  Jeho- 
Ysh  and  his  intelligent  creatures  as  parents  and  children ',  and  hj 
no  agency  of  man  can  that  link  be  dissevered !  Wkerm)ir  a  somJ 
may  be,  ichaUver  it  may  become  in  its  moral  character,  it  will 
still  be  a  eAtU,  and  God  its  pannt.  True,  dieie  is  a  morxU^  or 
ipirUual  sense,  in  which  some  men  are  children  of  Crod,  and  ^h- 
ers  not.  Those  who  obey  him,  who  walk  in  upnchtneMh  are  his 
children  by  wUttUum — are  apprchaUi  children.  The  word  **  chil- 
dren," in  this  sense,  is  a  conventional  term,  abounding  in  the 
soriptoies,  and  signifying  simply  an  tmitator.  Prof.  Stiufft  aay^ 
^^  Every  kind  of  relation  or  resemblance,  whether  real  or  ima»- 
nary,  every  kind  of  connection,  is  characterized  [in  the  Bible]  oy 
calung  it  the  son  of  that  thing  to  which  it  stands  thus  related,  or 
with  which  it  is  connected.'' — (LeIUr  to  Dr.  MiUer  pp.  9fi — ^99.) 
Thus  a  peaceable  man  is  called  the  **  Son  of  Peace" — one  who 
s^pathues  with  the  unfortunate,  is  called  the  **  Son  of  Consola- 
tion"— ^those  who  disobey  are  called  the  ^*  Children  of  disobe- 
dience."— (Eph.  v.  6.)  Those  who  are  wise,  are  called  *^  Childrea 
of  wisdom."  A  murderous  person  is  called  the  "  Son  of  a  mur- 
derer"— and  individuals  aiven  to  great  wickedness,  are  denomina- 
ted the  '« Children  of  Diabolus" — (1  John  iii.  10,)— that  is,  imita- 
tors of  an  evil  and  wicked  spirit.  Those  who  cherish  true  faith 
in  Grod,  are  denominated  **  the  Children  of  Abraham,"  (Gal.  iii.  7,) 
— ^that  is,  imitators  of  Abraham .  It  is  in  accordance  with  the  same 
ecriptnre  phraseology  that  those  who  imitate  <«od,  are  denomiBa- 
ted  the  *^  Children  of  God." 

But  this  has  no  reference  to,  nor  does  it  aflect,  the  great  funda- 
mental truth,  that  Grod  in  an  infinitely  important  senae,  is  the 
common  and  eternal  father  of  all  men.  The  fact  that  the  upright 
and  virtuous  are  denominated  children,  i.  e.  the  miiaton  of  God, 
does  not  prove  that  the  duobedient  are  in  no  intimate  sense,  his 
children.  Because  some  of  the  children  of  an  earthly  parent,  imi- 
tate him,  it  is  no  evidence  that  those  who  do  not,  are  not  his  chil- 
dren. The  only  distinction  that  can  be  made— the  only  one  that 
the  Bible  makes — is  that  9ome  men  are  obtdietit  children  of  God, 
while  others  are  disobedient  children  of  the  same  God. 

That  God  recognizes  men  even  in  sin  and  dbobedienoe,  as  Ins 
children,  is  made  evident  by  the  plain  assertions  of  scripture — 
^*  Ye  have  forgotten  the  exhortation  which  ^leaketh  unto  you  as 
unto  children,  My  son,  despise  not  thou  the  chastening  of  the 
Lord,  nor  faint  when  thou  art  rebuked  of  him.  For  whom  the 
Lord  loveth,  he  chasteneth,  and  scourgeth  ityery  son  whom  hs 
«MW4th."— <ileb.xii.5^d0    S'«rifPhaldM«fQ«l  "shi 
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auier  caerMoes  lor  bis  onspnng.  u  ne 
jod^e  of  him,  why  ao  repeatedhr  pro- 
How  cao  we  judge  of  him  as  a  Father, 
of  a  good  earthly  father?    Dr.  Chal- 


«*Telmke,^  and  ^^seooige"  mankind  ?  It  is  for  disohedieiiee  and 
sin.  Still  he  calls  th«n  hie  sons— 4)is  children.  Again:  *^A 
▼oioe  was  heard  upon  the  high  places,  weeping  and  supplications 
ol  the  children  of  Israel ;  for  the}r  hare  perverted  their  way,  and 
ih^  have  forgotten  die  Lord  their  Grod.  Return  ye  backsliding 
chikren,  and  I  will  heal  your  backalidings." — (Jer.  iii.  21,  22.) 
Kotwithstanding  Israel  had  back-slid,  forgotten  God,  and  plunged 
into  wickedness,  still  he  calls  them  his  children*  These  eriden- 
ees  are  amply  sufficient  to  sustain  the  truth  of  St.  Paul,  when  he 
e^  to  the  idolatrous  Athenians,  *^  We  are  all  his  offspring,  for 
be  hath  made  of  one  blood  all  nations  of  men,  to  dw^  on  all 
the  face  of  the  earth."— (Acts.  xvii.  26.) 

2.  The  aiection  of  the  Hearenly  Father  for  his  offspring,  is  of 
the  same  nature  as  that  of  a  wise  and  good  earthly  uither ;  but 
iafinitelr  stroiwer  and  more  enduring.  The  ample  fact  that  God 
lereals  nimself  as  our  Faikm;  proves  that  he  wishes  us  to  under- 
stand his  feelings  for  his  children  to  be  similar  to  the  emotions 
a  good  and  wise  earthly  father  cherishes  for  his  offepring.    If  he 

did  not  intend  us  thus  to 

claim  himself  a  Father  ? 
ezeept  by  what  we  know  < 

mers  says — **He  who  can  as«gn  the  properties  of  that  relation 
which  subsists  between  a  dependent  family  and  their  earthly  be- 
nefactor, can  assign  the  properties  of  diat  relation  which  subsists 
between  the  vkoUipecieiy  and  their  heavenly  benefactor." — (Ckal- 
wurf  Natural  neohgyp.  38.) 

The  love  of  the  Heavenly  Father  for  his  children,  is  stronger 
than  that  of  ao  earthly  lather.    **What  man  b  there  of  you, 
whom  if  his  son  ask  bread,  will  give  him  a  stone '^    O  if  he  ask 
a  fish,  will  give  him  a  serpent  ?    If  ye,  then,  being  evil,  know 
how  to  g^ive  good  gifts  unto  your  children,  how  mucn  more  shall 
your  Ffludier  which  is  in  Heaven,  give  good  things  to  them  that 
ask  him." — (Matt.  vii.  9.]    Here  two  things  are  manifest — First: 
That  our  Heavenly  Father  entertains  the  same  feeling  of  love  to- 
wards his  oispring,  that  an  earthly  father  does.     Second:  But  ^ 
possesses  it  in  a  far  higher  degree.—*^  How  much  more  shall  yt 
Father  which  is  in  Heaven."    Again — "  Can  a  woman  forget  ] 
sucking  child,  that  she  should  not  have  compassion  on  the  son 
her  womb  ?    Yea,  they  may  foraet,  yet  will  I  not  forget  thee.^ 
(2sa.  xlix.  15.)    The  affection  of  our  Heavenly  Parent  is  more 
tense,  and  far  more  oiduring,  than  even  that  of  a  mother  for  \ 
babe!! 

3.  Whatever  a  wise  and  good  earthl]^  parent  would  do  for  his 
children,  had  he  the  power,  we  may  believe  our  Heavenly  Father 
will  do  ifor  his  ofbpnng,  he  having  all  power.  A  wise  and  good 
earthly  father  would  have  the  punishments  he  inflicts  on  his  chil- 
dren, result  in  their  rttemation .  This  is  his  sole  object  in  inflict 
iqg  Ihim.    An  «n%htened,  christian  pavent,  nev^r  indulges  in 
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angnr,  rcvengefal,  retaliating  feelings,  in  chastening  his  ehildf^B. 
He  does  it  in  love,  from  a  deep  interest  in  their  welfare,  ai^d  a 
strong  desire  to  restore  them  to  obedience  and  rectitude.  And  if 
he  had  but  sufficient  power,  he  would  cause  his  chastisements  to 
produce  these  most  desirable  results.  We  have  a  ri^ht  to  reason 
from  the  parental  character  of  the  Deity,  that  he  punishes  his  sin- 
ful children  on  the  same  principle  and  from  the  same  motive — ^i.  e., 
to  reform  and  restore  them  !  His  nature  as  a  holy,  pure,  loving 
Father,  necessarily  leads  to  the  cherishing  of  this  motive.  Can 
a  good  Father  punish  his  children  for  no  purpose  but  to  tor- 
ment them  t  '  Would  an  earthly  father  punish  nis  ehildr^  ail 
their  life  time  simply  to  torture  them  ?  Cfertainlv  not.  His  pun- 
ishments are  intended  solely  for  their  good — ^to  oring  them  to  re- 
pentance, and  cease  when  that  object  is  effected.  So- our  Heav- 
enly Father  punishes  for  the  benefit,  the  reformation,  of  his  off- 
spring. "Thou  shalt  also  consider  in  thy  heart,  that  as  a  man 
chasteneth  his  son,  so  the  Lord  thy  Grod  chasteneth  thee."— (Deut. 
viii.  5.)  "  Furthermore,  we  have  had  fathers  of  our  flesh,  which 
corrected  us,  and  we  gave  them  reverence.  Shall  we  not  much 
rather  be  in  subjection  unto  the  Father  of  Spirits,  and  live  ?  For 
they,  verily,  for  a  few  days  chastened- us  after  their  own  pleasure; 
but  he  for  our  prc^t,  that  we  might  be  partakers  of  his  holiness.** 
— (Heb.  xii.  9.)    Such  is  the  purpose  of  €rod*s  chastisements! 

Has  he  not  ample  power  to  carrr  a  purpose  so  holy  into  ef^t  % 
Has  he  not  abundant  resources  i  Can  the  creature  stand  out 
against  this  purpose,  and  thwart  the  design  of  the  Creator  t  Im- 
possible !  God^s  punishments  will  result  in  the  restoration  of  the 
punished  to  righteousness  and  obedience.  **  Now,  no  chastening 
for  the  present  seemeth  to  be  joyous,  but  grievous;  nevertheless, 
afterward,  it  yieldeth  the  peaceable  fruit  of  righteousness  unto 
them  which  are  exercised  thereby." — (Heb.  xii.  11.)  GJod's  chas- 
tisements thus  yieldeth  the  peaceable  frmi  of  righteousnessy  and  all 
who  are  punished  will  in  due  time  be  restored  to  holiness  and  hap- 
piness. 

A  wise  and  good  earthly  parent  will  at  any  time,  allow  his  dis- 
obedient children  to  repent,  reform,  and  return  to  obedience  and 
happiness.  He  will  adopt  no  measure  which  he  forsees  will  re- 
sult in^xtng  his  children  in  disobedience.  Much  less  would  he, 
after  a  season,  place  them  where  they  should  have  no  opportunity 
to  reform.  We  are  compelled  to  reason  in  the  same  manner  of 
our  Heavenly  Father.  Why  should  he  set  a  fixed  time,  and  in- 
sist that  if  his  blind  and  erring  children  do  not  repent  in  that  time, 
deny  them  the  privilege  of  ever  repenting  1  Wny  should  their 
Heavenly  Father  place  them  in  a  condition  where  they  would 
become  eternally  fixed  in  wickednes,  and  be  compelled  to  blas- 
pheme his  name  forever  I  No !  whenever  the  sinner  would  re- 
))ent,  in  any  life,  in  any  world,  God  aUowv  it.  Why  should  he 
not  ?    Who  would  be  ij^ured  by  it  t    N«&t,  certainly — but  all 
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would  be  benefited !  What  says  the  Bible  ?  "  Let  the  wicked  for^ 
sake  his  way,  and  the  unrighteous  man  his  thoughts;  and  let  him 
return  unto  the  Lord,  and  he  will  have  mercy  upon  him,  and  to 
our  God,  for  he  will  abundantly  pardon." — (Isa.  Iv.  7.)  This  di- 
vine invitation  will  stand  forever,  for  the  acceptance  of  man ! 
There  is  no  time  set,  no  limit  fixed,  no  place  designed  when,  or 
where' it  shall  ceas3.  Let  the  wicked  repent  and  return  to  God, 
and  they  shall  be  abundantly  pardoned,  is  the  "  Standing  Rule  '• 
of  eternity! ! — iTime  expired. 


[MR.  ROLMES'  SECOND  KEPLT.] 

Will  Mr.  Austin  show  me  a  place  in  the  Bible  where  it  is  said  - 
that  those  who  die  in  depravity  and  crime,  will  certainly  repent 
and  be  restored  to  holiness  and  happiness  in  another  world  ?    Such 
a  declaration  would  hare  much  weight  in  his  argument 

Ma.  Austin. — If  my  brother  will  show  me  a  place  in  the  Biblt 
where  it  says  the  wicked  shall  not  repent  in  another  world,  I  will 
give  up  the  argument. 

Ma.  Holmes. — This  is  presenting  a  wrong  issue — ^requiring  me 
to  prove  a  negative.  Men  are  now  /oft— ndepraved-— simul :  dying 
in  this  state,  the  presumption  is,  they  will  always  remain  so,  un- 
less this  presumptiom  be  disproved  by  positive  testimony.  The 
n^ative  of  this  question  must  be  regarded  as  true,  until  the  affirm- 
ttive  is  proved ;  and  yet,  there  is  an  abundance  of  negative  proof, 
as  we  shall  see  before  the  termination  of  this  debate. 

Perhaps  I  cannot  do  better  at  present,  than  to  confine  myself  to 
the  last  argument  of  my  friend  founded,  on  the  assumed  ground  that 
all  men  are  the  children  of  God  in  a  spiritual  sense — in  a  sense 
that  unconditionally  insures  their  endless  felicity.  He  quotes  a 
number  of  passages  to  prove  what  no  one  disputes — ^viz.  tnat  God 
chastens  his  children.  But  does  this  prove  that  all  men  are  the  chil- 
dren of  God  in  a  spiritoal  sense  ?  That  the  chastening  of  the  Lord 
**  3rields  the  peaceable  fruit  of  righteousness''  to  those  (children  of 
God)  who  are  exercised  thereby,  is  very  true ;  but  if  the  gentleman 
had  quoted  the  whole  of  the  passage  from  Heb.  xii.  he  would  have 

Even  the  best  of  proof,  that  some  men  are  not  children  of  Grod,  and 
iDce,  are  designated,  **  bastards  and  not  sons.*' 
It  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Bible,  that  men  only  become  children  of 
God  bv  faith  in  Christ,  and  that  those  who  are  not  in  a  state  of  di- 
vine obedience,  and  under  the  influence  of  gospel  faith,  are  the 
children  of  the  devil.  Hence  said  our  Lord  to  tne  Jews,  «  ye  are 
of  your  father  the  devil,  and  the  lusts  of  your  father  ye  will  do." 
(John  viii.  44.) 

Now,  if  men  are  the  subjects  of  divine  chastening,  while  they 
ire  «•  children  of  the  devil" — "bastards  and  not  sons*'-*wbat  be- 
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comes  of  the  peaceable  fniit  of  rightousness,  fiatd  to  flow  from  such 
chasteniDg?  and  where  is  the  force  and  atility  of  my  friend's  arga- 
ment»  founded  on  the  paternal  relation  ? 

In  connection  with  this  argument.  Mr.  Austin  has  appealed  to 
the  sympathy  which  the  mother  has  for  her  infant  child.  Well,  I 
have  nothing  to  object  to  the  mother's  sympathy.  In  its  proper 
application,  wiihin  the  sphere  in  which  it  was  designed  to  move, 
it  is  a  most  necessary  and  noble  element  of  humanity ;  prompting 
the  mother  to  that  care  and  kindness  so  necessary  to  the  suste- 
nance and  happiness  of  her  tender  offspring.  But  what  has  this 
to  do  with  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men  ?  Would 
the  gentleman  establish  an  analogy  between  the  sympathy  of  the 
mother  for  her  infant,  and  the  sympathy  of  Grod  for  a  world  of  reb- 
eh  against  his  throne  and  gOTernment,  and  then  proceed  to  plead 
that  sympathy  against  the  administration  of  law  and  justice  ?  If 
this  be  his  object,  let  him  carry  out  the  principle :— let  him  plead 
sympathy  against  the  infliction  of  all  positive  puQishments  by  the 
cjvil  and  criminal  law: — let  him  ro  back  and  plead  the  sympathy 
of  the  mother  ae;ainst  the  destroying  angel,  who  slew  the  firstborn 
of  Egypt : — ^let  nim  invoke  divine  sympathy  against  the  destruction 
of  the  antediluvians— the  Sodomites — and  the  host  of  Pharaoh : — 
finally,  let  him  invoke  both  human  and  divine  sympathy  a^nst 
the  doctrine  for  which  he  has  contended  so  strenuously  in  this  de* 
bate — that  Grod  will  punish  every  man  to  the  full  extent  of  kis  Je- 
serts. 

1.  Tkis  paternal  argument,  is  wholly  sympathetic.  It  will  not 
harmonize  with  moral  law,  or  justice :  it  moves  upon  the  surface  of 
things,  and  will  not  endure,  for  a  moment,  the  touch  of  intellectual 
investigation.  Human  nature  is  morallif  perverted :  and  as  human 
sympathy  arises  out  of  human  nature,  it  is  perverted  in  the  same 
ratio :  hence,  when  applied  to  moral  subjects,  it  is  an  unsafe  guide. 
In  basing  an  argument  on  human  sympathy.  Mr.  Austin  erects  a 
perverted  human  standard,  as  the  criterion  of  the  divine  adminis- 
tfation. 

2.  Though  all  men  are  the  children  of  God  by  creation,  or  natu- 
ral  relation,  yet  they  are  not  so  in  a  moral  sense :  and  it  is  clearly 
the  doctrine  of  scripture,  and  providence,  that  those  who  sin,  for- 
feit the  blessings  of  their  natural  relation. 

3.  There  is  another  and  higher  sense  in  which  men  are  children 
of  God,  viz.  adoption.  Hence  it  is  said  in  Gal.  (iv.  4,  5,)  Christ 
came  **  to  redeem  them  that  were  under  the  law,  that  we  might 
receive  the  adoption  of  sons.  And  because  ye  are  sons,  God  hath 
sent  forth  the  Spirit  of  his  son  in  your  hearts,  crying,  Abba,  Father. 
Wherefore,  thou  art  no  more  a  servant,  but  a  son ;  and  if  a  son,  then 
an  heir  of  God  through  Christ." 

Here  we  are  taught  that  our  son-ship  is  by  gracious  adoption — 
that  our  heavenly  inheritance  depends  upon  our  son-ship — and  that 
those  who  are  not  sons,  are  not  inheritors  of  God  through  Christ 
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To  tke  saoie  import,  is  (Rom.  yiii.  14 :)  «*  For  as  many  as  are  led 
by  the  Spirit  of  God,  tJiey  are  the  Sons  qf  God.*'  If  this  be  true, 
what  shall  we  say  of  those  who  are  not  led  by  the  Spirit  of  God  ? 
Are  they  the  sons  of  God  ?  Tholuck,  in  his  comment  on  Romans, 
teaches  that  our  future  inheritance  depends  on  our  son-ship — and 
that  our  son-ship  is  conditional. 

4.  But  let  us  take  another  view  of  this  boasted  Paternal  aigu- 
ment     In  its  strongest  form  it  reads  thus : 

**  What  a  good  earthly  father  would  do  for  his  children,  he  hay- 
ing the  wisdom  and  power  requisite,  that,  God  will  do  for  the  whole 
family  of  man,  as  they  are  all  his  children ;  and,  being  infinite,  he 
has  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  make  them  happy.** 

To  this  we  reply,  1.  This  ar^ment  takes  a  distorted  yiew  of 
the  character  of  God.  It  is  as  distinctly  announced  in  the  Bible, 
that  God  is  a  Goyernor,  and  Judge,  as  that  he  is  a  Father.  He  is 
denominated  the  **  Judge  of  all  the  earth,"  the  '*  King  of  kings,  and 
Lords  of  lords" — and  it  is  said  that  justice  and  judgment  are  the 
habitation  ol  his  Throke.  And  yet  this  argument  overlooks  the 
Goyernor  and  Judp^e,  and  fixes  attention  entirely  on  the  Father,  and 
draws  its  conclusions  from  this  partial  and  distorted  view  of  the 
diyine  character. 

As  a  moral  Goyernor,  God  is  bound  to  administer  the  affiurs  of 
his  kingdom  according  to  the  laws  of  his  universe : — he  cannot 
loae  the  Governor  in  the  sympathies  of  the  Father.  Were  he  a 
Father,  only*  he  mieht  disregard  law  and  justice  as  the  criterions 
of  action,  and  yiela  himself  to  the  control  of  sympathy.  As  a 
Judge,  God  must  give  his  decisions  according  to  the  principles  of 
law  and  justice.  He  cannot  merge  the  character  of  Juaee  in  that  of 
Father,  without  manifest  injustice,  and  a  subversion  of  the  constitu- 
tioQ  of  his  government  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  any  conclusions 
relative  to  the  future  destinies  of  men,  drawn  from  tne  divine  pa- 
ternity alone,  are  clearly  fallacious. 

2.  By  a  process  of  reasoning,  similar  to  that  embraced  in  the  pa- 
ternal argument,  we  may  arrive  at  a  directly  contrary  conclusion. 
Take  one  of  the  attributes  of  God — his  holiness — and  let  us  se^ 
what  sort  of  conclusion  maj  be  deduced  from  it.    God  is  infinite! 
holy  :  and  as  his  holiness  is  the  foundation  and  source  of  his  ju& 
tiee,  hence,  he  is  infinitely  just.    But  as  sin  is  the  direct  opposit 
of  holiness,  his  holiness  and  justice  would  lead  him  to  enact  th 
strongest  possible  penalty  against  it ;  but  the  greatest  possible  pun 
iehmeat  would  be  the  unconditional,  endless  perdition  of  all  trans- 
rreseors.    And,  as  his  wisdom  and  power  must  always  move  in 
hannony  with  holiness  and  justice,  they  stand  pledged  to  devise  the 
plan,  and  execute  this  punishment  upon  all  the  ungodly.    Now, 
as  all  have  sinned,  this  argument  would  prove  that  all  mtist  be 
damned  without  remedy.    And  this  argument,  founded  on  the  holi- 
ness of  God,  in  proof  of  the  unconditional,  final  perdition  of  all 
nen.  is  prmsely  as  sound  and  strong  as  Mr.  Austin's  argument  for 
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the  unconditional  salvation  of  all  men,  founded  on  the  paUmal  re- 
lotion  alone.  Nay,  it  is  sounder  and  stronger,  by  bo  much  as  holi- 
ness, which  is  an  essential  attribute  of  God,  is  superior  to  a  mer^ 
relation  which  may  or  may  not  exist,  without  affecting  the  charac- 
ter or  goTemment  of  God  m  their  essential  elements. 

It  is,  therefore,  as  clear  as  demonstration  can  make  it,  that  a  pro- 
cess of  reasoning,  which  may  be  made  to  support  conclusions  so  di- 
rectly opposite,  IS  perfectly  sophistical,  and  utterly  faJse. 

3.  Tms  Paternal  argument,  on  the  soundness  of  which  so  much 
of  Mr.  Austin's  success  depends,  contradicts  Universalism  in  one  of 
its  main  features ;  hence  can  only  be  true,  on  supposition  that  one 
of  the  fundamental  principles  of  that  system  is/atse. 

Universalism  teaches,  that  God  always,  and  necessarily,  punishen 
all  sin,  and  every  sinner,  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts.  But  this 
proposition  is  contradicted  by  the  argument  from  the  paternity  of 
God.  Would  a  good  father  punish  his  children,  for  sul  their  de- 
linquencies and  obliquities,  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  if  ho 
had  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  reform  them,  and  make  them 
happy  without  such  punishment  ?  No  one  will  pretend  this : — and 
hence,  if  there  be  any  force  in  the  argument  under  review,  God  is 
bound  to  dispense  with  all  positive  punishments,  and  renounce  his 
character  as  moral  Governor,  simply  because  he  is  infinite  in  wis- 
dom and  power,  and  can  control,  irresistibly 9  the  hearts,  the  con- 
duct, and  destmies  of  his  creatures.  If  it  be  true  that  all  men  must 
be  punished,  and  every  man  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts — then 
it  caimot  be  true  that  God,  as  a  good  Father,  will  save  men  from 
sin  and  misery,  directly  and  positively,  simply  because  he  has  wis- 
dom and  power  sufficient  to  ao  it.  But  if  it  be  true  that  God,  as  a 
good  Father,  must  and  will  deliver  men  from  sin  and  misery,  just 
as  the  good  earthly  father  would  do,  if  he  had  the  power  and  wis- 
dom requisite,  then,  on  the  contrary,  it  cannot  be  true  that  he 
will  punish  all  sin,  and  every  sinner  to  the  full  extent  of  his  de- 
serts. Both  these  propositions  cannot  be  true  —one  or  both  must 
be  false :  and  in  either  case,  Universalism  is  fake.  To  sustain  the 
first  of  these  propositions.,  Mr.  Austin  has  spent  two  days — and 
now  he  takes  special  pains  to  set  forth  and  defend  the  other.  But 
they  are  directly  contradictory.  Efforts  to  harmonize  them  are  not 
merely  fruitless— they  are  childish.  Which  of  these  propositions 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  the  force  of  common  sense  ? 

4.  Besides  being  unsound  in  itself,  and  contradictory  to  Univer- 
salism— this  argument  is  both  unsupporetd  by  facts,  and  directly 
opposed  to  facts  of  the  most  palpable  character  ;  and  since  Bacoa 
introduced  the  inductive  philosophy,  arguments  and  theories  can 
make  little  or  no  impression,  unless  they  harmonize  with  facts. 
Even  divine  revelation  would  not  be  satisfactorily  established,  ua- 
less  it  preserved  an  agreement  with  facts  developed  under  the  moral 
government  of  God. 

**  What  a  good  earthly  father  woald  do  to  make  his  children 
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happy,  he  harinfl^  wisdom  and  power  Bofficient  to  carry  out  his 
wishes — ^that,  Goa  will  do  for  the  whole  human  family,  as  they  are 
all  his  children,  and  he  is  infinite  in  wisdom  and  power/'  This  is 
the  aignment.  Bat  we  ask,  would  a  good  earthly  father  bring  his 
children  into  existence,  or  even  allow  them  to  come  into  being,  un- 
der a  condition  of  sin  and  misery,  if  he  had  wisdom  and  power  to 
prevent  it,  or  have  it  otherwise  ?  Would  he  bring  them,  or  allow 
them  to  come  into  conscious  being,  in  a  state  of  physical  decrepi- 
tude, mental  inbecility,  or  moral  riciousness  and  degradation,  if 
he  had  wisdom  and  power  to  control  their  condition  and  character, 
and  make  them  directly  and  positively  happy  ?  And  suppose  the 
children  of  a  good  father  to  have  become  the  subjects  of  these  ca- 
lamities by  accident,  by  dieir  own  fault,  or  in  some  other  way 
for  which  the  father  was  not  responsible,  (which,  however,  on  the 
principles  of  Universal  ism,  is  not  a  supposable  case,)  would  a  good 
father  allow  them  to  remain  in  that  condition  during  a  series  of 
years^ during  a  whole  life  time,  if  he  had  wisdom  and  power  to 
deliver  them  from  their  disabilities,  and  consequent  unhappiness  ? 
Who  does  not  see  diat  the  good  earthly  father,  would  in  this  case 
directly  and  immediately  free  them  from  their  calamities  and  mise- 
ries, 1^  he  adequate  wisdom  and  power  ? 

But  let  us  pursue  this  train  of  thought  still  farther.  Would  a 
IEXkkI  father  destroy  his  children,  or  allow  them  to  be  destroyed,  by 
famine  and  pestilence  ?  Would  be  allow  them  to  corrupt  the  morals, 
and  destroy  the  lives  of  each  other  ?  Would  he  suffer  tnem  to  be  the 
subjects  of  hatred  and  revenge,  to  be  moved  by  the  worst  of  pas- 
sions to  commit  depredations  upon  the  property,  reputation  and  hves 
of  one  another,  and  fill  hia  house  and  family  circle  with  cruelty  and 
bloodshed,  if  his  wisdom  and  power  would  enable  him  to  prevent 
it  ?  Moreover,  would  he  enact  laws  for  the  government  of  his 
children,  connected  with  severe  penalties —  say,  the  penalty  of  death 
or  confiscation  of  property,  or  loss  of  health  or  reputatron,  or  both, 
and  then  allow  his  children  to  traduce  his  character,  blaspheme 
his  name,  utterly  despise  his  authority,  spurn  his  laws,  and  trea(? 
his  commandments  in  the  dust,  if  he  had  power  and  wisdom  suf 
cient  to  prevent  it  ?  What  does  Mr.  Austin  say  to  this  ?  He  mui 
say  yes  or  no,  and  either  answer  will  be  fatal  to  his  argument 
If  he  says  yes,  he  contradicts  the  argument  under  review,  whicl 
aaserts  that  what  a  good  father  can  do  by  wisdom  and  powei 
that  he  will  do  to  make  his  children  happy.  If  he  says  no,  thei 
the  argument  refutes  itself,  and  is  proved  to  have  no  proper  appli- 
cation to  the  character  of  God,  as  Father  of  the  human  race,  since 
all  the  facts  enumerated  above,  and  many  more,  actually  exist  as 
facts  under  the  Paternix  GrovKXNMENT  or  God.  How  will  the 
gentleman  reconcile  these  facts  with  the  conclusion  of  his  argu- 
ment, founded  on  the  divine  paternity  ?  He  must  take  the  ground 
that  God,  as  Father  of  the  human  family,  c(mld  have  brought  his 
children  into  existence  in  a  state  oi  unmixed  happiness,  ana  could 
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hare  preserved  them  so  to  the  preseDt  time,  hot  vovld  noi ;  or  that 
he  wouid  have  done  80»  but  comd  nt^,  U  he  could,  but  would  not, 
it  follows  the  paternal  aigument  has  no  force,  and  Ood*a  character 
as  Father  of  the  humaa  family,  affords  no  security  that  ail  men 
will  be  saved :  for  God's  goodness  as  a  Father,  is  as  zxttX  nont  as 
it  ever  will  be,  and  exerts  as  much  moral  influence  and  power  now 
as  it  ever  will ;  hence,  if  our  security  for  final  salvation  arises  oat 
of  the  paternal  character  and  relation  of  God  done — ^we  argue,  tkai 
which  does  not  produce  present  salvation,  can  atford  no  suficieat 
securitv  for  salvation  in  the  future. 

But  if  God  would  have  brought  the  human  family  (his  children) 
into  existence  in  a  state  of  holiness  and  happiness,  and  would  have 
kept  them  so,  but  cotdd  not,  then,  not  only  is  the  paternal  argu- 
ment false,  but  there  is  no  hope  for  the  salvation  of  any  human 
being ;  for,  as  Crod  is  unchangeable  in  his  wisdom  and  power,  as 
well  as  goodness — as  he  never  will  possess  more  wisdom  and  power 
than  he  now  does,  it  follows*  if  he  was  unable  to  create  his  chil- 
dren happy  at  first,  or  if  he  is  unable  to  make  them  happy  tiotr,  he 
will  never  be  able  to  eiVect  their  happiness.  On  the  principles  of 
Universalism,  one  of  these  conclusions  must  be  taken.  My  friend 
may  take  his  choice ;  either  will  be  alike  fatal  to  the  argument 
under  conaideration--to  Universalism  and  to  the  hopes  of  the  world. 

5.  Nor  can  this  conclumon  be  avoided  by  mamtainint'  that  a 
temporary  state  of  sin  and  misery  is  to  be  overruled  for  the  eter- 
nal good  of  the  children  of  God,  which,  I  suppose,  will  be  the  der- 
nier resort  of  Mr.  Austin. 

Let  us  see  how  this  notion  will  harmonize  with  the  argument 
against  which  we  are  contending,  ''what  a  good  earthly  father 
would  do  for  die  happiness  of  his  children,  he  having  the  requi- 
site wisdom  and  power— that  God  will  do,  &c.**  Now  if  a  j;ood 
father  wer^ about  to  bring  children  into  being,  it  is  self-evident 
that  he  would  design  to  make  them  completely  happy,  to  begin 
with ;  and  were  his  power  and  wisdom  equal  to  his  goodness,  he 
would  carry  out  his  nenevolent  design  in  the  most  direct  and  im- 
mediate way.  But  in  doing  this,  would  he  imitate  the  moral  ad- 
ministration of  God  in  his  moral  universe  ?  Would  a  good  father 
subject  his  children,  unavoidably,  to  sin  and  misery,  in  order  to  make 
them  holy  and  happy*  as  Universalism  teaches  God  has  done,  and 
is  doing,  in  regard  to  the  human  race  ?  Universalism  teaches  that 
all  things  come  to  pass  according  to  the  will  and  desirn  of  God ; 
and  yet,  we  are  told  ne  does,  and  will  do,  just  as  a  eood  earthly  fa- 
ther would  do,  with  his  wisdom  and  power.  How  absurd  !  Would 
a  good  father  create  or  allow  sin,  as  a  means  of  making  his  children 
holy  ? — create  or  promote  vice,  to  make  them  virtuous  ? — create  or 
promote  misery,  to  make  his  children  happy  ? — sickness  and  disease , 
to  make  them  healthy  ?  Would  he  bring  them  under  the  power 
of  death,  to  save  their  lives  ?  Sin,  vice,  misery,  disease,  sickness, 
death,  and  many  other  facts  of  a  similar  character,  exist  in  this  life» 
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la  connection  with  the  haman  family,  under  that  diyine  govern - 
meat  which  my .f riend  denominates pa/#ma/.  Uniyerfalism  says, 
and  Mr.  Austin  says,  they  are  the  divinely  adopted  instruments  of 
human  happine8s--all  this  is  the  effect  of  divine  benevolence.  But 
again  I  ask,  would  a  good  earthly  father  show  his  benevolence  in 
thb  way — ^use  such  means  to  promote  the  happiness  of  his  children  ? 

What  father  in  this  house,  good  or  bad,  would,  directly  or  in< 
directly,  break  the  legs  and  arms  of  his  children,  that  lie  might  have 
the  opportunity  of  showing  his  paternal  affisction,  in  binding  up  the 
shattered  limbs,  and  healing  the  broken  bones  ?    Is  there  a  father 
here,  who  would  poison  the  food  of  his  children,  and  thus  difase 
disease  through  their  system,  that  he  might  have  the  opportunity 
of  acting  the  part  of  a  physician,  in  restoring  them  to  health  and 
soundness  ?    This  is  the  ground  Mr.  Austin  takes  in  regard  to 
divine  punishments — that  it  is  a  medicine  designed  to  cure  Uie  sin- 
ner's disease.    God  having  caused  the  sickness,  applies  the  me- 
dicine to  remove  it.    And  this  is  doing  just  as  a  good  earthly  father 
would  do  ! ! !    But  who  would  inflict  positive  pain  upon  his  chil- 
.  dren,  that  they  might  feel  happy  when  the  pain  was  removed  i 
What  father  would  set  the  robbers  upon  his  cnildren,  wound  and 
leave  them  half  dead,  in  order  to  show  himself  the  good  Samaritan^ 
in  pouring  in  the  healing  oil,  and  incurring  expense,  and  manifest- 
ing solicitude  for  their  recovery  ?    And  yet,  if  there  be  any  truth 
in  Universalism,  any  force  in  this  renowned  argument,  God  does 
all  this  and  much  more,  with  no  other  object  than  to  effect  the  pre* 
sent  and  eternal  hai>pine6s  of  his  children.    He  drowned  the  an- 
tediluvian world,  rained  fire  and  brimstone  from  heaven  upon  the 
cities  of  the  plain,  overthrew  the  hoit  of  Pharaoh,  swallowed  up 
the  company  of  Korah,  killed  Ananias  and  Sapphira,  buried  men, 
women  and  children  hy  thousands  beneath  the  burning  lava,  or  en- 
gulfs them  in  the  quaking  earth :  and  all  this  is  the  fruit  of  his  be- 
nevolence, as  a  kind  and  loving  Father,  and  are  the  means  he  em- 
ploys to  bring  his  children  to  glory ! ! !  I    But  I  ask,  finally,  would 
a  good  earthly  father  adopt  such  measures  to  bless  his  children  f 
To  ask  the  question  is  to  answer  it.     1  have  now,  I  trust,  made 
sufficiently  evident  that  this  Paternal  argument,  which  figures 
largely  in  the  writing,  sermons,  and  discusnons  of  Universal  isl 
ana  which  Mr.  Austm  has  presented  here  with  so  much  pompo 
assurance,  is  founded  on  perverted  human  sympathy-— distorts  ti 
character  of  God — is  illogical  and  unsound — contradicts  the  scri 
tares— contradicts  Universalism — and  contradicts  facts :  it  is  then 
fore  as  false  as  it  is  fallacious.    I  should  not  have  given.it  the  ai 
tention  I  have,  but  for  the  fact  that  Universalists  use  it  and  boasi 
of  it,  as  though  they  regarded  it  the  ne  plus  ultra  of  logical  perfec- 
tion. 

I  will  conclude  my  remarks  on  this  point,  by  employing  another 
argument  much  used  in  the  defence  of  UniverMuism,  turned  (as 
moat  of  its  arguments  may  be)  against  its^. 
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God  can  tare  men,  and  make  them  eternally  holy  and  happy* 
without  their  passing  through  this  state  of  sin  and  misery,  moml 
and  phsrsical  eril,  or  he  cannot.  If  he  can,  then  he  is  wanting  in 
goodness  because  he  does  not  do  so.  But  if  he  cannot  secure  tneir 
final  holiness  and  happiness  without  all  this  sin»  depravity,  misery 
and  death,  then  it  follows  he  is  deficient  in  wisdom  and  power. 
On  ki$  0um  principles,  Mr.  Austin  must  take  one  of  these  conclu- 
sions, and  either  will  overturn  this  boasted  argument  and  anni- 
hilate the  dependence  of  Universalism.  The  truth  is,  this  Paternal 
argument,  taken  all  in  all,  (considering  the  great  stress  Universalista 
lay  upon  it,)  is  the  silliest  thing  they  have  ever  invented  for  the 
suppOTt  of  their  cause — and  the  wonder  is,  that  a  man  of  Mr.  Aus- 
tin's discernment  should  risk  his  reputation  in  presenting  it,  or  that 
any  intelligent  individual  or  congregation  should  ever  be  duped  by  it. 

Having  now  removed  three  of  the  gentleman's  affirmative  proofs, 
I  will  employ  the  remainder  of  this  half  hour,  in  presenting  my 
Jirit  negative  argument  against  the  proposition  he  sustains,  and 
reserve  the  other  points  in  my  friend's  last  speech,  to  be  noticed 
when  I  speak  again. 

Mr.  Austin  affirms  that  there  is  sufficient  evidence  for  believing 
that  all  men  wiU  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  My  first  negative  ar^ 
gument  is— that  the  system,  of  which  this  proposition  b  the  soul 
and  centre,  is  false,  because  it  denies  the  existence  of  sin,  as  a  mor- 
al  evil — ^making  it  the  unavoidaide  result  of  the  physical  constitu- 
tion of  man. 

To  effect  the  salvation  of  all  men,  Universalism  is  obliged  to  de- 
preciate the  character  of  God*s  law,  and  so  effect  a  corresponding 
chaijj^e  in  the  character  of  sih,  by  diminishing,  if  not  entirely  des- 
troying, its  moral  turpitude.  Were  the  law  allowed  (by  the  advo- 
cates of  this  theory)  to  be  the  embodiment  of  the  morsd  perfection 
of  God,  the  transcript  of  the  divine  mind,  the  standard  of  moral 
p»erfectaon  and  moral  rectitude  to  an  intelligent  universe:  and  were 
sin  considered  the  voluntary  transgression  of  this  law  by  an  intel- 
ligent moral  agent,  who  has  knowledge  of  the  law  and  its  glorious 
Author,  and  ability  to  obey  it,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the  sinner 
would  be  placed  in  such  an  attitude  to  God,  and  such  would  be  the 
deep  moral  turpitude  of  his  offence,  that  the  common  appliances  of 
Universalism  would  scarcely  suffice  to  restore  him  to  final  holiness 
and  luippinesB.  This  view  of  the  law  and  the  moral  turpitude  of 
ain,  was  entertained  by  the  first  Universalists.  Hence  Winchester^ 
who  displayed  great  anxiety  to  convince  himself  and  the  world,  that 
all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy,  nevertheless,  frankly  con- 
fessed that  when  he  considered  the  perfection  and  purity  of  the  law» 
the  depravity  of  the  heart,  and  the  turpitude  of  sin,  he  sometimes  al- 
most despaired  of  his  own  salvation .  The  successors  of  Murray  and 
Winchester  saw  that  they  must  obviate  this  difficulty  in  some  way — 
that  the  safety  of  their  system  required  them  to  make  the  salvation  of 
*hfk  sinner  as  easy  as  possible.    They  therefore  set  themselves  eyst^* 
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madeally  at  work,  to  reduce  the  perfection  of  tLe  law,  and  the  standard 
of  divine  requirement,  until,  robbed  of  its  adaptation  to  the  character 
of  God  as  a  moral  Governor,  it  beeomea,  at  best,  merely  the  rule 
of  intellectual  and  physical 'action.  And  sin,  also,  is  disconnected 
with  moral  turpitude,  by  being  resolved  into  the  unavoidable  re- 
sults of  physical  organization. 

In  the  <*  Univers^st  Book  of  Reference,"  (by  Guild  and  Hyatt) 
pablished  by  Grosh  and  Walker,  Utica,  1844,  we  find  the  follow- 
ing language — **  U  the  objector  supposes  that  God,  in  the  admin- 
istration of  his  moral  ^vemment,  is  under  the  necessity  of  inter- 
•fering  and  directly  punishing  his  creatures,  this  is  a  very  great  mis- 
take.   No,  Grod  IS  under  no  neceseity  of  guarding  the  interests  of 
his  law  by  penal  enactments,  and  penal  sanctions.    It  is  a  law,  as 
we  have  seen,  founded  in  the  nature  and  fitness  of  things— a  law 
written  in  the  very  constitution  of  man  :  God's  law,  therefore,  does, 
by  its  own  operation^  secure  the  reward  of  virtue  and  the  punish- 
ment  of  vice.** — Page  110.-   This  sentiment  is  repeated  in  various 
forms,  in  nearly  all  the  books  I  have  read,  in  defence  of  Universal- 
ism.    And  here  we  have  it  sufficiently  plain,  though  deeirnedly 
obscured  somewhat  by  verbiage,  1 .  That  the  law  to  which  the  sin- 
ner is  amenable  is  not  that  which  was  written  by  the  finger  of  God 
on  tables  of  stone,  and  transferred  to  the  pages  of  the  Sible — but 
it.is  '*  written  in  the  constitution  of  man : "  2.  That  this  law  is  not 
guarded  by  *'  penal  enactments  or  sanctions'*  of  a  positive  charac- 
ter :  connected  with  it  is  no  other  penalty,  than  the  naturtU  con- 
sequence of  violation :  3.  That  this  law  is  its  own  executor^^j  its 
own  operation  it  secures  reward  of  virtue  and  punishment  of  vice" 
— there  is  no  lawgiver. who  stands  pledged  by  his  attributes,  to 
guard  the  purity  and  dignity  of  his  law.    Ail  this  may  be  summed 
ap  in  two  particulars.    1.  The  law  of  God  is  uienttco/ with  the  law 
of  the  human  constitution — the  law  that  governs  the  physical  pow- 
ers and  mental  faculties.    2.   The  penaltv  of  this  law  is  the  disa-  • 
^eeable  sensation,  or  consequences  produced  in  our  physical  or 
intellectual  nature,  when  we  contravene  the  law,  or  interfere  wit' 
the  harmonv  of  our  constitution  ! !    In  the  light  of  this  theoF 
you  can  understand  what  Mr.  Austin  means  by  the  ponishment 
sin  to  the  '*full  extent  of  the  sinner's  deserts,"    He  means,  t 
when  a  man  eats  too  much,  he  deranses  the  di^stive  organs,  i 
must  pay  the  penalty,  that  is,  he  will  feel  very  disagreeably.    Oi 
he  gets  drank,  it  will  cost  him  some  physical  qualms,  before  he  ^ 
tirely  recovers.    Or  if  he  over  acts,  by  too  strong  a  mental  effort,  1 
consequence  will  be,  mental  derangement,  and^  perhaps,  mental  d 
bility ,  and  this  is  the  penalty.     Such  is  the  low  and  grovelling  riev 
Uoiversalism  takes  of  the  Divine  Law.    And  what  is  this  but  sheer 
infidelity  i 

After  making  the  law  of  God  identical  with  the  human  consti- 
tution, the  next  step  in  this  backward  process,  is  to  dispose  of  the 
moral  turpitude  of  sin — and  this  is  done  by  msUdog  it  anse  entirely 
7* 
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out  of  the  phyiieal  constitvtion  or  animal  natore.  *'  W«  diall  tak0 
the  {^und,  lays  Mr.  Rogers,  (pro  and  con.  of  UniTerBaliam)  that 
all  8in  arises  from  the  physiod  nature."  Mr.  Ballon  says,  natural 
evil  is  thtfueesmry  result  of  physical  oiganization,  and  moral  evil 
flows  from  natural  eril.  Page  3 1 »  on  Atonement.  Mr.  Anstin ,  in 
the  Universalist  Expositor,  says,  <*  sin  proceeds  from  the  animal  or 
bodily  portion  of  our  nature,  which  exists  in  this  life,-  In  perfect 
consistency  with  this  notion,  a  Universalist  preacher  hy  the  name 
of  Mack,  in  Pa.,  in  administering  consolation  to  a  poor  woman 
whose  husband  had  fractured  his  skull  in  a  fit  of  intoxication,  as- 
-sared  her  that  her  husband  was  happy,  since  the  Ifody  only,  not 
the  soul,  was  inT<dved  in  the  sin  of^drunkenness.  So  also  Mr. 
Ballon  is  consistent  with  himself,  as"  well  as  with  UniTersalism, 
when  he  says,  (Lectures  p.  25,)  **  God  had  no  more  occasion  to  be 
displeased  with  Adam  after  the  transgression,  than  before  he  made 
him."  From  the  foregoing,  Uniyernuism  is  involved  in  the  fol- 
lowing absurdities,  and  let  the  gentleman  extricate  his  cause  if  he 
can. 

1.  By  making  the  law  of  Gk»d  identical  with  the  human  consti- 
tution. Universalism  constitutes  $nan^  not  God,  the  authoritative 
standard  of  perfection  in  the  universe. 

2.  By  making|the  law,  to  which  man  is  amenable,  arise  out  of 
his  own  constitution,  it  makes  the  sinner  reqwnsible  to  himself, 
not  to  God. 

8.  By  makiag  sin  arise  only  from  the  "  animal  or  bodily  portion 
of  our  nature,  which  ezists  tn  this  Ufe,**  it  denies  the  existence  of 
sin  as  a  moral  evil,  or,  which  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  coaaects 
a  moral  effect  with  a  mere  phusieal  cause. 
'  4.  By  makiBff  sin  arise  omy  from  the  body,  and  yet  maintaining 
the  necessity  oi  moral  punishaient,  Universalists  teach  that  Grod  in- 
flicts moral  puni^mient  for  physieal  obliquities— chastises  the  soul 
for  the  unavoidMe  sins  of  the  eorforeal  nature, 

6.  As  the  unavoidable  results  of  physical  nature  will  remain  as 
long  as  we  possess  that  nature,  and  as  these  effiscts  are  what  we 
are  to  understand  by  sin,  and  as  Christ  came  into  this  world  to 
save  us  from  our  sins,  hence  he  will  never  eflect  his  object,  and  is 
in  no  sense  the  Savior  of  man ;  and  the  words  Savior,  salvation, 
sin,  and  Gospel,  are,  after  all,  unmeaning  and  sensdees  terms. 

Thus,  UmversaliBm  first  destroys  the  perfection  of  Grod's  law, 
denies  die  moral  turpitude  of  sin/and  strips  the  sinner  of  his  moral 
character,  and  then,  with^characteristic  inconsistency  and  absurdity, 
destroys  itself. ^l  Time  expired, 

[M».  AVSm*B  THIRD  8PBKCH.1 

ChfOlemen  Moderators  :^My  brother  on  the  negative  of  this 
question,  erred  in  his  last  speech,  in  his  representation  of  my  views 
respecting  the  sense  in  which  men  are  tne  children  of  God.    Ha 
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said  I  took  the  position  that  all  men  were  the  spiritual  chil- 
dren of  the  Creator.  That  was  not  my  ground.  I  expressly  ae- 
knowleged  that  there  is  a  sense  in  which  all  men  are  not  now  the 
children  of  God— that  is,  they  are  not  now  children  b^  imitation. 
Bat  at  the  same  time,  all  men  are  the  children  of  God,  in  the  near- 
est and  most  intimate  possible  manner — they  are  connected  with 
God,  as  a  Father,  by  the  same  tie  that  connects  earthly  children 
with  earthly  fathers.  I  showed  also  that  the  love  of  God  for  all 
men,  as  his  children,  infinitely  exceeded  the  love  of  earthly  parents. 
That  God  is  such  a  Father,  and  that  he  cherishes  such  a  love,  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  Bible  ;  and  my  friend  has  made  no  attempt  to 
disprove  these  great  and  fundamental  truths.  And  he  will  not. 
Hence  I  have  the  right  to  draw  all  reasonable  and  legitimate  con- 
clusions from  the  aU  important  fact  of  God*s  paternity,  and  man's 
birthright  connection  with  the  infinite  Jehovan.  He  says  Christ 
speaks  of  the  children  of  the  devil.  So  he  does.  I  have  already 
explained  the  meaning  of  such  phraseology.  In  the  sense  of  tmt- 
tators  of  diabolous,  [an  adversary,  a  slanderer,"]  Jesas  told  the  Jews 
they  were  of  their  "  fatner,  the  devil."  Elder  Holmes  dare  not 
hazard  his  reputation  as  a  theologian,  1^  asserting  that  the  Jews, 
or  any  of  the  human  race  are  the  children  of  the  devil,  in  the  same 
sense  that  all  men  are  the  children  of  God.  It  is  evident  therefore, 
that  his  reference  to  Christ's  language  to  the  Jews,  has  not  the 
least  bearing  on  the  subject  before  us,  and  was  introduced  simply 
to  bewilder  the  minds  of  the  less  discriminating  portion  of  the  au- 
dience, and  turn,  if  possible,  the  point  of  my  argument  drawn  from 
the  paternity  of  God.  But  his  effort  is  vain.  The  simple  fact  that 
in  that  subhme  prayer  which  Jesus  has  left  on  record  for  the  imi- 
tation of  every  human  being,  he  directs  them  to  say — **  OUR  Fa- 
ther which  art  in  Heaven  " — fully  sustains  my  argument.  If  God 
isnot**  our  Father,"  already,  before  we  put  up  our  prayers,  what 
right  have  wi^to  csdl  him  ** Father?**  And  why  should  the  Re- 
deemer direct  us  to  address  him  as  such  ?  If  our  simply  coming  to 
God  in  prayer,  makes  him  our  Father,  who  was  not  before  our  Fa- 
ther, then  the  parentage  of  a  being  depends  not  on  his  ovm  w'" 
and  doings,  but  upon  the  wDl  and  doings  of  the  creature  bego 
— it  remains  for  that  creature  to  decide  whether  it  is  a  child  o 
alien//  No  fact  can  be  more  clearly  established  from  the  » 
tures,  than  that  the  Creator  is  hy  his  own  will,  (and  not  by  the 
tions  of  his  creatures,)  in  the  highest  and  most  important  sense 
Father  of  the  entire  race  of  humanity.  And  from  this  trutt 
demonstrated  in  my  last  speech,  there  follow  conclusions  wl 
establish  beyond  the  reach  of  all  cavillers,  the  affirmative  of  i 
question. 

Mr.  Holmes  insists  that  in  contemplating  God  as  a  Father,  Wo 
take  a  distorted  view  of  his  nature — that  he  is  a  Ruler,  a  Judge^, 
as  much  as  a  Father.  I  acknowledge  the  Creator  is  a  Judge — that 
he  is  the  sovereign  Ruler  of  the  Universe !    But  this  does  not  af- 
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feet,  much  less  expunge,  his  Parental  nature.  An  earthly  king  19 
a  ruler  oyer  his  own  children,  but  this  does  not  make  him  any  the 
less  their  father,  nor  they  the  less  his  children.  The  same  rela- 
tion which  an  earthly  ruler  sustains  to  his  own  children,  God  sus- 
tains towards  all  men.  He  is  their  lawful  sovereign ;  and  at  the 
same  time  he  is  their  affectionate  Father.  Although  sometimes 
an  earthly  ruler  is  compelled  to  merge  the  father  in  the  Judge — ^is 
driven  by  duty  to  sacrifice  his  parental  feelings,  in  executing  the 
law  as  a  Sovereign,  Ujpon  his  own  disobedient  children — ^yet  tfai» 
arises  not  from  his  choice,  but  from  the  imperfection  of  the  laws  he 
administers,  and  his  lack  of  power  to  pursue  another  and  better 
coarse.  But  It  would  be  the  heighth  of  abcnrdiiy,  to  insist  that 
the  Ruler  and  the  Father  of  all,  can  be  placed  in  such  a  dilemma^ 
or  driven  to  so  sad  an  extremity  f  Nothing  can  be  more  improper 
than  to  attribute  any  proceedings  to  him  as  a  King,  that  cannot  be 
reconciled  to  his  character  as  a  Father.  It  is  reasoning  in  viola- 
tion of  all  enlightened  conceptions  of  a  perfect  Deity,  to  contend 
he  is  compelled  to  do,  as  a  RtUer,  what  he  would  not  as  a  Father — 
that  he  is  obliged  to  disregard  his  affection  as  a  Parent,  to  discharge 
his  duty  as  a  Jud^e  !  Tne  impropriety  of  all  this  is  seen  in  the 
fact  that  Jehovah  is  the  framer  of  his  own  government — he  has  dis- 
played infinite  wisdom  in  all  its  laws  and  enactments.  He  is  holy, 
just  and  good.  Hence  the  object  of  that  government  was  not  to 
procure  the  injury,  but  the  welfare  of  all  its  subjects.  In  execu- 
ting his  laws,  therefore,  he  is  driven  to  no  necessity  of  sacrificing 
his  feeUngjs  as  a  Father,  to  be  faithful  as  aKin^.  In  firmly  admin- 
istering his  laws — ^in  inflicting  all  their  penalties  upon  the  disobe- 
dient— so  far  from  putting  aside  his  parental  affection,  he  is  but 
gratifying  it,  in  the  highest  de^ee ;  because  all  his  inflictions  of 
penalty  as  a  Judge,  tend  to  bnne  the  sinful  back  to  virtue  and 
righteousness.  And  surely  a  Father's  love  will  not  object  to  such 
a  procesi  for  such  an  object  ! !  Hence  viewed  arirht,  there  is  no 
conflict  between  the  character  and  the  office  of  God,  as  the  Judee 
of  all,  and  as  the  Father  of  all.  It  is  by  overlooking  the  infinitely 
important  fact,  that  the  punishments  of  tne  Most  Hign,  are  inflicted 
for  the  reformation  and  restoration  of  the  guilty,  that  my  opponent 
and  those  who  sympathize  with  him,  are  compelled  to  tear  asaun- 
der  and  place  in  antagonistic  attitudes,  his  character  as  a  Ruler  and 
at  a  Parent ! 

But  my  friend  Holmes  declares  the  argument  I  have  drawn  from 
the  Paternal  character  of  God,  is  "  the  suliest  thing  "  he  ever  heard  ! 
Well,  I  cannot  but  admire  his  frankness  in  the  utterance  of  his 
thoughts,  however  much  it  ma^  be  at  the  expense  of  his  common 
sense  !  Men  will,  perhaps,  differ  in  their  estimation  of  this  sub- 
ject. The  fact  that  God  is  a  great  and  good  Parent — that  he  looks 
from  Heaven  with  companion  on  his  wayward  children — and  has 
put  into  operation  a  class  of  ways  and  means  to  bring  them  sdl 
around  his  throne,  washed  and  purified  from  6in»  to  adore  and  love 
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him  forev«r — is  a  very  ** silly**  nfSadr  to  Elder  Holmes ! !  Not  so, 
however,  does  this  subject  appear,  to  others  among  men,  who  have 
Christ's  spirit  within  them !  Not  so  to  those  scripture  writers,  who 
deUrhted  to  describe  the  ingathering  of  all  souls  into  the  kingdom 
of  the  Redeemer,  and  to  dwell  upon  that  blessed  era,  when  "  eve- 
ry knee  shall  bow,  and  every  tongue  confess,  that  Jesus  Christ  is 
Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father."— (Phil.  ii.  10-11.)  But  if 
my  argument  is  **  silly,"  will  the  Elder  favor  us  with  something  on 
the  opposite  side,  that  shall  be  reasonable  and  logical !  That  one 
part  oi  the  same  race  of  intelligent  beings,  are  the  children  of  God, 
and  another  part  the  children  of  the  devil,  I  suppose  is  not  **  silly!" 
That  men  can  at  one  time  make  the  devil  their  father,  and  then  at 
another  time  make  God  their  Father — and  thus  travel  around  from 
being  to  being,  making  whomsoever  they  will,  to  become  their  pa- 
rent, and  then  unmaking  them  at  pleasure-^is  not  "silly,"  in  my 
friend's  view,  but  plain,  sound,  gooa  sense ! !  There  is  no  account- 
ing for  tastes ! 

Dismayed  at  the  strength  of  the  argument  drawn  from  God's 
Paternity,  my  opposer  maKes  a  desperate  assault  upon  it,  with  such 
weapons  as  the  following :  He  asks — would  a  good  father  bring 
his  children  into  a  world  of  sin  and  blasphemy,  of  warring  and 
wretchedness,  if  he  had  power  to  prevent  it  ?  Would  he  subject 
them  to  sinfulness  to  bring  them  through  it  to  happiness  ?  Would 
he  make  sickness  and  then  make  medicine  to  heal  it  ?  Would  he 
set  robbers  on  his  children  that  he  might  rescue  them  ?  Would  he 
break  their  legs,  that  he  mi^ht  have  an  opportunity  to  restore  them 
to  health  ?  From  these  things,  he  reasons  that  as  God  allows  all 
this  sin  and  misery,  ke  is  not  a  good  Father,  and  hence  all  depen- 
dence placed  upon  him  as  a  Parent,  to  bring  his  dependent  crea- 
tares  to  holiness  and  happiness,  is  fallacious  and  groundless  ! 

Is  it  possible  my  friend  imagines  the  audience  and  the  public  so 
blind  that  they  cannot  see  the  destructive  and  suicidal  nature  of 
this  argament !     It  does  not  bear  against  Universalism  alone,  but 
against  CHRISTIANITY  itself !  I     Striving  in  vain  to  undermine 
the  strong  foundations  of  Universal  Salvation — with  blind  and  des 
Derate  zeal,  he  would  tear  away  the  very  pillars  of  the  gospel,  ar 
bury  the  hopes  of  the  world  in  oblivion,  rather  than  acknowled 
the  truth  of  the  doctrine  of  God's  boundless  love,  which  forms  1 
highest  theme  of  angel's  songs  !    Throughout  the  entire  extent 
the  New  Testament,  the  Savior  and  the  Apostles  describe  the  Cn 
tor  as  a  wise,  good  and  affectionate  Father — they  dwell  much  < 
this  truth,  and  institute  comparisons  to  show  that  his  love  for  h 
intelligent  offspring  infinitelV  exceeds  that  of  an  earthly  paren. 
This  doctrine  forms  the  chief -characteristic,  as  it  does  the  bnghtes. 
glory  of  the  Gospel  Dispensation !    Against  this  great,  fundamen- 
tal truth.  Elder  Holmes  throws  all  the  force  of  his  argument,  and 
his  logic.     He  points  to  the  natural  evils  of  life — ^the  pains  and 
woes,  which  afflict  humanity — ^to  convince  the  audience  of  what  ? 
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Why,  that  God  is  not  saoh  an  affectionate  Father  as  the  scriptures 
represent  him ! !  Yea,  he  takes  his  place  by  the  side  of  the  Deist 
and  the  Atheist,  and  makes  use  of  precisel^r  the  same  armaments 
which  they  urge  to  overthrow  the  authenticity  of  Christianity,  and 
to  disprove  the  existence  of  a  God !  Ask  the  Deist  for  his  proof 
that  the  gospel  is  a  fable — inquire  of  the  Atheist  his  strongest  evi- 
dence that  there  is  no  wise  and  ^ood  superintending  Providence — 
and  they  will  both  chime  in  with  my  opponent  and  point  to  the 
prevalence  of  sin  and  woe  upon  the  earth ! !  !  Why  will  men  be 
so  short-sighted  as  to  pull  down  their  own  edifice,  in  their  hot  zeal 
to  overthrow  their  neighbor's  dwelling  ! 

In  defence  of  Universalism  and  the  whole  system  of  Christianity, 
let  me  notice  briefly  the  argument  he  attempts  to  draw  from  the 
imperfections  and  evils  of  this  life.  It  overlooks,  in  the  first  place, 
that  man  has  for  wise  and  good  purposes,  been  so  constituted  bj 
the  Creator,  that  he  attains  to  perfection  in  knowledge  and  happi- 
ness, only  by  progressive  stages.  Our  own  experience  and  obser- 
vation attests  the  existence  of  this  law  of  progress,  in  all  that  per- 
tains to  human  beings.  Now  such  a  progress  necessarily  consists 
in  a  series  of  changes  from  lower  to  higher  stages.  Yet  such  a 
career  could  not  be  passed  through,  except  its  commencement  was 
in  the  midst  of  more  or  less  imperfedion.  Hence,  *'  the  creature 
was  made  subject  to  vanity.** — (Rom.  viii.  20.)  And  hence  in  this 
life,  the  commencement  of  his  endless  career,  the  starting  point  in 
his  pro^essive  existence — ^he  manifests  great  imperfection  in  his 
own  doings,  and  is  subject  to  many  natural  imperfections  or  evils 
in  his  whole  organization.  But  from  these  he  is  destined  to  travel 
onwakl  and  upward,  in  due  time,  to  higher  and  better  scenes  and 
influences. 

Another  very  imp(^tant  consideration  which  the  Elder  in  bis 
fatal  argument,  has  overlooked,  is  that  man  has  been  endowed  with 
moral  freedom,  in  order  that  he  may  attain  to  that  holiness  which 
is  alone  the  fruit  of  a  voluntary  exercise  of  his  high  moral 
capacities  in  the  service  of  goodness  and  righteousness.  But 
moral  freedom  necessarily  involves  an  exposure  to  temptation, 
and  a  liability  to  nn.  Not  that  it  compels  men  to  sin,  but  places 
them  within  the  range  of  a  liability  to  sin.  It  is  through  the 
exercise  of  this  freedom,  which  is  the  highest  endowment,  and 
will  eventually  prove  the  most  valuable  blessing  bestowed  on  man, 
that  he  falls  into  sin,  temporarily,  in  this  life.  Hence  the  exist- 
ence of  sin  in  the  present  world — and  hence  its  reconcilability  with 
the  perfections  of  a  wise  and  holy  God. 

Although  the  immediate  consequences  of  man's  progressive  na- 
ture, and  of  his  endowment  with  moral  freedom,  is  a  subjection  to 
pain  and  sin  in  this  state  of  being,  yet  their  final  results,  as  aflbrd- 
laf  him  a  salutary  diecipline  and  the  instructions  of  a  Great  School 
of  Experience,  will  be  to  elevate  him  to  higher  degrees  of  perfec- 
tion in  knowledge  and  happiness*  than  he  could  nave  attained  in 
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nny  other  way !  How  eoald  moral  beioss  arrive  at  a  condition  of 
enlightened  voluntary  holiness,  except  they  had  at  some  period  of 
their  existence,  strojggled  with  temptation  and  sin?  How  could 
they  realize  and  enjoy  the  felicities  of  higher  states  of  being,  if 
they  had  not  once  been  called  to  suflfer  $i3tneu,  pain^  misfortune, 
and  the  last  great  evil,  death  7 

I  am  prepared  by  these  suggestions  to  answer  the  inquiries  of 
the  Elder.  A  wise  and  good  earthly  father  ioouid  expose  his  chil- 
dren to  sin,  and  sickness,  and  pain,  did  he  clearly  foresee  that  he 
could  cause  this  exposure  to  result  in  elevating  them  to  higher  de- 
grees of  virtue  and  happiness,  than  they  could  experience  by  an 
exemption  from  them ! !  And  it  is  for  these  all-gracious  and  all- 
aufkient  reasons,  I  repeat,  that  the  wise  and  fowi  Heavenly  Pa- 
rent has  created  his  moral  o&nring  subject  to  imperfection ! ! 

Let  me  briefly  notice  this  subject  in  another  light.  Sin — evil — 
fain — are  in  the  world.  Here  we  agree.  They  must  exist  either 
m  accordance  with  Grod's  Will  and  Purpose,  or  m  opvosition  to  his 
Will  and  Purpose.  I  take  the  former  ground.  As  already  shown, 
I  maintain,  that  although  Grod  does  not  compel  man  to  sin,  yet  he 
has  exposed  him  to  temptation — subjected  nim  to  imperfection — 
that  a  future  and  greater  good  may  result,  than  would  ensue  from 
mirsuing  some  other  course.  It  was  6od*s  original  purpose  that 
Dis  earthly  o£&pring  should  travel  up  through  every  staffs,  from 
the  imperfections  of  this  world,  to  the  hijg^hest  glories  of  Heaven  ! 
Hie  scriptures  clearly  support  this  position.  **  The  creature  was 
made  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly,  but  by  reason  of  him  who 
hath  subjected  the  same  in  hope."  Here  we  are  taught  that  the 
subjection  of  the  human  race  to  vanity  was  the  work  of  the  Al- 
mighty. And  wh  V  ?  To  lead  him  to  endless  wretchedness  ?  No : 
but  to  lead  to  a  deliverance — ^to  an  elevation — into  the  high  rank 
of  children  [imitators]  of  God — **  Because  the  creature  itself  also 
shall  be  DELIVERED  from  the  bondage  of  corruption,  into  the 
gk>rious  libertv  of  the  children  of  God."— (Rom.  viii.  20,  21.) 

But  friend  Holmes  takes  the  opposite  ground,  that  natural  and 
moral  evil — ^that  nn  and  pain— exist  aoainst  the  Purpose »  th^ 
Will,  of  Jehovah !    This  TOsition  not  only  contradicts  the  Scr 
tares,  which  declare  that  God  "  doeth  according  to  his  Will  in 
aimyof  heaven,  and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth/*  (I 
iv.  35,)  but  it  is  fatal  to  his  own  hopes  and  anticipations  in  reg; 
to  a  future  state  of  being !    If  sickness,  misfortune,  and  traiisgr 
fion,  exist  in  the  present  life,  against  the  Will  of  God— if  they 
the  fruit  of  A  frustration  of  his  plans  and  objects  in  creation— th 
upon  the  plainest  principles  of  analogy,  thev  may  exist  against  L 
design  and  desire,  in  another  life,  in  any  department  of  his  crea 
tion — and  they  may  afflict  any  class  of  beings,  even  to  the  highest 
angels-^Christ— God  himselt !    What  is  to  prevent  it  ?    If  the 
Will,  the  intentions,  of  Jehovah  are  disappomted  and  thwarted 
aaoi^  vun^  what  caa  insore  immiButy  to  otner  classes  of  beings  f . 
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If  he  cannot  do  bis  Will  oq  earth,  how  can  he  do  it  in  Heaven  ? 
Wedded  to  a  hypothesis  so  fatal,  upon  what  sure  foundation  can 
my  friend  rest  his  hopes  of  future  deliverance  from  sin  and  pain  , 
and  an  enterance  upon  perfect  felicity  ?    The  most  strictly  ortho- 
dox christians— clergymen  and  laymen— endure  misfortune  and  dis- 
appointment in  this  world — they  are  sick — they  meet  with  dreadful 
accidents,  tearing  their  limbs,  and  breaking  their  bones— they  have 
been  persecuted,  driven  to  the  dens  and  caves  of  the  earth,  and 
tortured  in  the  most  cruel  manner,  for  their  faithful  adherence  to 
their  religious  sentiments.     All  this,  according  to  Elder  Holmes, 
has  been  in  direct  opposition  to  the  design  of  God,  and  against  his 
will.     What  possible  assurance  is  there,  on  this  theory,  that  they 
will  not  be  subjected  to  the  same,  or  a  tuorse  state  of  thin^  in  the 
next  life  .'    And,  moreover,  according  to  the  Elder,  the  wicked  are 
not  punished  in  this  life — or  at  least  punished  so  little,  they  are  not 
aware  of  it.  ^  Their  barns  are  bursting  with  grain — prosperity  and 
happiness  attend  them  through  life,  while  the  unfortunately  pious 
part  of  mankind,  meet  with  cit>8&es  and  trials,  and  are  compelled 
to  travel  in  an  **  up  hill "  road  !    Now  what  is  to  prevent  this  same 
prosperity  and  happiness  attending  the  wicked  hereafter  ?    It  will 
be  of  no  avail  to  say  it  cannot  be ;  God  has  willed  and  purposed  a 
different  state  of  things.     His  will  can  as  easily  and  as  certainly  be 
thwarted  by  the  wicked  in  another  state  of  being,  as  in  the  pres- 
ent.    I  beg  the  reflecting  portion  of  the  audience  to  notice  the  fatal 
nature  of  the  ground  on  which  my  opponent  has  placed  himself. 
My  reply  covers  all  he  has  said  or  may  say,  in  regard  to  the  pres- 
ent existence  of  sin  and  evil. 

He  appears  to  place  much  importance  upon  a  proposition  which 
he  has  stated  in  terms  the  most  logical,  viz : — Either  God  could 
save  men  without  passing  through  this  state  of  sin  and  evil,  and 
axmld  not ;  or,  he  would,  bMi  comd  not !/  He  imagines  one  or  the 
other  of  the  horns  of  this  dilemma,  must  pierce  my  position.  But 
how  so?  I  can  see  no  force  in  it,  except,  that  my  brother,  like 
Hamanof  old,  has  erected  a  gallows  for  tne  destruction  of  his  own 
theory.  It  involves  the  ground  I  have  just  gone  over.  He  takes 
the  position,  that  God  would  save  men  without  exposing  them  to 
sin  and  evil,  but  could  not.  Then  he  is  not  GOD,  and  the  Elder 
and  his  brethren  have  unfortunately  wandered  into  infidelity,  or  ra- 
ther idolatry t  and  are  worshipping  an  imaginary  being,  instead  of 
the  true  God.  I  insist  the  Deity  co\dd  have  made  all  men  holy  and 
happy  without  having  exposed  them  to  sin  and  evil,  but  would  not. 
And  why  would  he  not  ?  Because  his  infinite  wisdom  dictated, 
that  in  the  final  result  of  things*  a  gp*eater  amount  of  happiness,  and 
a  more  worthy  and  perfect  holiness,  could  be  attained  by  tempora- 
ry subjection  to  imperfection  and  its  evils,  than  on  any  other  plan 
of  creation. 

Mr.  Holmes  cannot  refrain  from  introducing  the  old  stereotyped 
objection  to  the  doctrine  of  God*8  parental  amotion  and  impaitial 
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grace,  of  the  drowning  of  the  antediluvians,  and  the  destruction  of 
Sodom  and  Gomorrah  !  He  asks  exuitingly,  if  this  was  the  fruit 
of  the  Creator's  Fatherly  love  ?  This  is  a  farorite  argument  with 
our  friends  of  the  opposite  faith.  Indeed,  it  seems  to  be  viewed  b  v 
them  as  the  highest  effort  of  the  combined  learning,  talent,  skill, 
shrewdness,  and  wit  of  all  their  theological  warriors !  When  other 
effi>rts  have  proved  abortive,  thev  seize  upon  this,  as  the  sword  of 
Goliah,  which  shall  assuredly  slay  the  adversary,  and  deliver  the 
field  of  controversy  into  their  nands.  Failing  to  repeat  it  with  suf- 
ficient unction  in  plain  prose,  they  weave  it  into  doggerel  rhyme, 
with  other  matters  expressed  in  language  equally  chaste,  dignified , 
and  witty,  and  circulate  it  through  the  land  for  the  special  edification 
of  the  faithful !  If  friend  Holmes  thinks  this  state  objection  has 
not  been  harped  upon  long  enough — if  he  imagines  the  public  have 
not  sufficient  common  sense  to  detect  its  shallowness— if  he  dreams 
he  can  increase  his  capital  by  bringing  it  into  this  discussion — I 
cannot  object.  It  only  subjects  me  to  the  labor  of  meeting  his  as- 
sertions, which  even  a  child  in  the  principles  of  Universansm,  can 
overthrow,  and  which  indeed,  have  again  and  again  been  shown  to 
be  but  the  merest  fallacy.  I  suppose  he  will  allow  the  antedilu- 
vians and  the  dwellers  in  Sodom  and  Gromorrah,  were  human  be- 
ings !  If  they  were,  then  Grod  sustained  towards  them  the  same 
relationship  of  Father,  that  he  does  to  all  his  intelligent  of&pring. 
His  dealings  with  them,  therefore,  were  the  dealings  of  a  wise  and 
good  Parent  with  disobedient  o&prin^.  Should  an  earthly  father 
while  chastising  his  erring  children  in  one  apartment  of  his  resi- 
dence, suddenly  remove  them  to  another  apartment,  would  it  fur- 
nish any  rational  indication  that  he  had  laid  aside  all  parental  af- 
fection, and  was  torturing  them  with  a  revengeful  cruelty,  such  as 
the  most  malignant  enemy  done  could  inflict  ?  The  supposition 
would  be  extremely  absurd.  Yet  what  were  Crod's  dealings  with 
the  antediluvians,  and  inhabitants  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  but  re- 
moving them  while  in  the  act  of  inflicting  just  correction,  from  one 
apartment  of  his  Great  Edifice  to  another  ?  What  evidence  do  thesr 
acts  afbrd,  that  the  Creator  will  torment  them  forever  ?  The  df 
struction  of  these  ancient  transgressors,  furnishes  no  proof  th; 
God  cherished  any  less  love  for  them  than  for  the  rest  of  the  sii 
ful  world.  It  only  shows  divine  wisdom  preferred  that  method  ( 
punishment  in  these  instances,  to  anjr  other  at  his  command.  Un 
veiBalista  are  continually  charged  with  believing  that  the  Anted, 
lovians.  Sodomites,  etc.,  when  swept  from  the  earth,  ascended  im 
mediately  to  Heaven.  There  never  was  a  charge  more  totally 
pound  less.  No  opinion  of  this  description  ever  prevailed,  or  ex- 
isted iu  our  midst.  Our  belief  is  that  the  Heavenly  Father  dealt 
with  them  on  the  same  principles  that  he  deals  with  all  other  sin- 
acrs — that  he  punished  them  justly  for  their  sins,  and  that  when- 
ever their  hearts  are  softened,  and  they  turn  to  him  in  repentanca 
tod  love,  be  pardons  and  accepts  of  them.    Their  removal  to  aa- 
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Other  world  did  not  place  them  beyond  the  limits  of  that  great  and 
universal  Invitation,  which  forms  one  of  the  fundamental  princi- 
ples of  the  Divine  Government  in  all  states  of  existence  : — '*  Let 
the  wicked  forsake  his  way,  and  the  unrighteous  man  his  thoughts  : 
and  let  him  return  unto  the  Lord,  and  he  will  have  mercy  upoa 
him ;  and  to  our  God,  for  he  will  abundantly  pardon." — (Isa.  Iv.  7.) 
We  believe  the  Antediluvians  and  Sodomites,  and  all  the  wicked 
of  every  age  and  nation,  are  allowed  to  accept  of  this  invitation. 
And  we  have  no  doubt  that  in  3rielding  to  its  merciful  proposals, 
they  all  in  due  time,  are  brought  to  reconcilicUion  and  peace  with 
their  Creator.  What  was  the  wont  to  which  God  could  sub- 
ject them  in  the  future  world  ?  It  would  have  been  to  nlace 
them  where  they  would  have  sunk  forever  deeper  and  deep- 
er in  sin,  blasphemy  and  wretchedness ! !  What  would  have  beeu 
the  best  treatment  ?  To  remove  them  to  some  fitting  place  in  the 
dominions  of  the  Most  High,  where  they  could  be  subjected  to  such 
purifying  and  enlightening  influences,  as  should  bring  them  all  at 
length  to  become  obedient  children  of  the  common  Parent  of  the 
world,  and  fitted  to  enter  his  immediate  presence,  to  love,  adore, 
and  glorify  him  forever ! !  Universalists  simply  honor  God  suffi- 
ciently to  believe  he  will  pursue  the  best  course,  in  preference  to 
the  icont,  in  regard  to  any  and  all  his  offspring ! 

My  friend  opposite  inquires,  what  father  would  puntsA  his  chil- 
dren, if  he  had  power  to  reform  them  without?  In  reply,  I  ask, 
what  wise  parent  would  not  punish  his  children,  if  he  saw  it  was 
the  most  certain  and  effectual  wav  of  reforming  them  ?  God  could 
have  selected  other  processes,  if  he  had  thought  best  But  he  saw 
that  punishment  administered  in  wisdom  and  mercy,  was  of  all 
methods,  the  best  calculated  to  bring  to  repentance  and  amendment. 
Hence  he  adopted  that  as  one  of  the  measures  of  his  government. 

Elder  Holmes  has  great  objection  to  my  appealing  to  the  eympa- 
thiei  of  the  audience.  I  have  seen  througnout  the  debate,  that 
these  appeals  trouble  him.  He  ekrinkt  before  them,  and  wants  as 
little  of  tnem  as  possible.  He  says  if  I  despise  his  appeals  to  men's 
fears,  he  despises  my  appeals  to  ihtii  sympathies  !  I  have  no  doubt 
he  despises  the  touchstone  of  human  sjrmpalhy !  And  why  ? — 
Because  it  crushes  to  the  earth  his  monstrous  dogma  of  endless 
wretchedness !  There  is  no  sympathy  for  that  doctrire  in  the  hearts 
of  men — while  their  hearts  are  full  of  approbation  for  the  glorious 
sentiment  of  universal  holiness  and  happiness ! !  All  this  he  knows, 
and  hence  his  dread  of  sympathy.  Yet  why  should  I  not  appeal 
to  human  sympathy  ?  It  is  one  of  the  highest  and  holiest  charac- 
teristics of  man.  It  is  that,  which  more  than  all  things  else,  dis- 
tinguishes him  from  the  brute  creation  below ;  it  is  the  brightest  link 
that  unites  him  with  angelic  beings  above.  There  is  no  trait  in 
which  human  beiiurs  show  more  of  the  spirit  which  characterizes  the 
dwellers  around  God's  throne  in  heaven,  than  in  the  sympathy 
they  manifest  in  each  other's  welfare.    Strike  this  principle  from 
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Ike  liiiman  heart,  and  earth  wcrald  speedily  become  an  Aeeldama. 
Would  to  God  there  was  more  of  it  in  our  world.  But  Elder 
Bblraes  d9$pi$es  my  appeals  to  your  sympathies ;  and  places  them 
on  the  same  leyel  with  his  appeals  to  your  teuks  !  The  only  dif- 
ference between  us,  in  this  respect,  is,  that  while  he  appeals  to  the 
most  low  and  base  feeling  in  man  and  brute,  my  appeal  is  to  the 
most  beautiful  and  Qod-hke  emotion  of  men  and  angels ! !  If  he 
can  dtscoTer  no  distinction,  I  am  satisfied  all  who  hear  me,  can  see 
Mndfeei  it. 

Bat  the  Eider  contends  that  human  nature  is  pervertptf,  and  hence 
human  sjrmnathy  must  be  perrerted  also— and  that  it  is  therefore 
wron^  to  allow  our  sympathies  to  influence  us.  This  is  strai^ 
doctrine !  Very  well—let  us  carry  it  into  practice !  On  this  prin- 
ciple it  would  be  wrong  for  me  to  spmpathize  with  mv  friend — as  I 
cannot  avoid  doing,  on  account  of  the  dark  and  forbidding  doctrine 
he  is  laboring  to  maintain  !  Nay,  if  be  ^bUIs  into  trouble  in^is  fam- 
ily, or  his  own  person,  I  must  not  sympathize  with  him — I  must 
not  fly  to  him,  and  strive  to  soothe  and  console  him  in  his  mbfor- 
tunes !  This  would  be  wrong<^it  would  be  but  an  exhibition  of  a 
perverted  and  corrupt  nature ! !  We  must  not  sympathize  with  the 
poor  and  needy !  Our  prompting  to  this  is  but  an  evidence  of  the 
perversion  of  our  hearts !  Monstrous !  How  many  does  Br. 
Holmes  expect  will  sympathize  with  him  in  such  an  absurd  'oerver* 
sum  of  man's  best  chaiacteristic  ?  Will  he  be  sustained  by  the . 
Bible  in  this  p|Osition  ?  Far  from  it.  God's  word  commands  us  to 
sympathize  with  one  another.  It  calls  upon  nt  to  **  rejoice  with 
them  that  do  rejoice,  and  weep  with  them  that  weep." — (Rom.  xii. 
15.)  Notwithstanding  my  friend's  objection,  I  ^all  still  continue  to 
appeal  to  human  sympathy  in  corroboration  of  my  sentiments, 
whenever  occasion  renders  it  proper.  * 

Elder  Holmes  makes  another  attempt  as  on  the  last  question,  to 
show  a  distinction  between  Aagtisement  and  punishment.    He  in- 
sists chastisement  is  for  the  good  man,  and  punishment  for  the 
ioidsed  !    That  is,  God  chastizes  the  righteous  on  one  principle,  ani* 
punishes  the  wicked  on  another.     He  chastizes  the  righteous  fr 
their  benefit,  and  punishes  the  wicked  onl^  to  injure  and  tonne 
them  !     There  can  be  no  more  fatal  error  m  relation  to  Crod's  g< 
vemment  than  this.    The  idea  that  he  inflicts  the  penalty  of  h 
violated  law  upon  one  portion  of  the  violaters,  (and  that  portion  tl 
most  guflty,  because  tney  sinned  against  the  most  light,)  for  the 
benefit^  and  on  another  portion  for  their  injury,  indicates  views  o 
the  principles  on  which  the  Almighty  deals  with  his  creatures,  of  a 
nature  so  dark  and  low,  that  those  who  entertain  them,  must  be  led 
far  astray  into  error.    1  have  already  shown  in  discussing  the  first 
question,  that  the  only  distinction  which  can  possibly  exist  between 
tkastieement  and  mnishment — the  only  distinction  which  reason  or 
the  scriptLires  will  admit,  is  a  distinction,  not  of  nottiTiebut  of  quan* 
aty  I    The  most  that  can  be  claimed  for  chattisemMt  incontradii* 
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tinction  to  puniiknunt,  is  thmt  it  is  a  lighter  infliction  of  pain  ren-^ 
dered  for  sins  of  a  less  heinous  character,  while  punishment  is  a 
more  severe  application  of  su£fering,  for  crimes  of  a  darker  grade  ! 
But  both  are  of  the  same  n(Uure--admini8tered  on  a  similar  prin- 
ciple, and  for  a  like  purpose,  viz.  to  lead  the  wa^rward  and  stray- 
ing children  of  men  back  to  repentance  and  salvation.  Any  other 
view  of  the  subject,  involves  contradictions  and  absurdities  respect- 
ing God  and  his  government,  of  the  most  abhorrent  description. 

Here  let  me  briefly  notice  the  *<  summing^  up  of  Mr.  Holmes  on 
my  arguments  from  the  Desire  and  the  Intention  of  God.  He  re- 
presents God's  desire  and  his  intention,  as  not  absolvUe  but  contsn- 
gent,  and  that  hence  they  do  not  exert  any  absolute  control  over 
the  final  destinies  of  men.  I  ask  the  audience  to  notice  the  re- 
markable fallacy  of  this  position.  How  absurd  to  represent  the 
Desire  and  Intention  of  an  INFINITE  GOD,  as  not  absoluU---i,  e. 
not  fixed  and  certain,  but  as  indefinite  and  uncertain.  He  "  rather** 
DcsiRxs,  and  '*  rather'*  intends,  but  really  upon  the  whole,  does 
not  absolutely  desire  nor  intend  ! !  If  God's  desire  and  intention 
are  contingent,  upon  what  contingency  do  they  depend  ?  Accord- 
in^  to  my  friend's  theory,  they  depend  on  the  proceedings  of  feeble» 
blmd,  erring  creatures,  whom  God  has  clothed  with  only  such  pow- 
ers as  he  has  pleased.  If  man  is  willing  to  be  saved,  and  will  ac- 
cept of  certain  terms  of  salvation,  (and  God  knew  whei)  he  im- 
posed these  terms,  whether  his  creatures  would  accept  or  reject 
them) — -why  then  Jehovah  Desires  and  Intends  to  save  him.  But 
if  man  in  his  blindness  will  not  comply  with  the  terms,  then  God 
neither  Desires  nor  Intends  to  save  him !  This  wholly  reversed 
the  relative  position  of  the  two  parties,  and  makes  the  Creator  de- 
pendent on  the  creature,  rather  than  the  latter  dependent  on  the 
former.  Here  is  sound  reasoning ! !  Moreover,  he  insists  that 
man's  salvation  cannot  depend  on  the  Desire  and  Intention  of  God, 
because  this  would  destroy  the  moral  character  of  the  divine  go- 
remment — exclude  the  influence  of  the  moral  law— overthrow 
man's  agencjr,  and  place  aside  the  conditionalitv  of  salvation. 
How  short  sighted  these  objections !  Who,  with  the  slightest  re- 
flection, does  not  see,  that  the  Creator's  Desire  and  Intention  res- 
pecting man's  final  destiny,  were  formed  in  express  reference  to 
the  character  of  his  TOvernment — to  his  moral  law — to  man's  agen- 
cy— and  any  and  all  conditionality  in  salvation  !  It  was  in  sight 
of  all  these,  and  in  harmony  with  them,  that  he  formed  his  Desire 
and  Intention,  eventually  to  bring  all  his  creatures  to  holiness  and 
happiness.  His  own  government,  man's  moral  agency,  and  the 
conditions  of  salvation,  are  not  so  many  obstacles,  but  so  many 
instruments  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  Desire  and  Intention  of  Jehovah 
respecting  the  final  salvation  of  the  world  ! 

£lder  Holmes  has  at  length  brought  forth  hiu  first  Negative  Ar- 
gument, viz : — That  Universalism  denies  the  existence  of  stn  as  a 
moral  eviL    In  the  name  of  logic  and  sound  reasoning,  I  trust  thia 
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10  not  a  8p«cimen  of  what  his  Negative  Argaments  are  to  be.  I 
am  anxious  that  this  discussion  should  be  interesting  and  instruc- 
tive on  both  sides*  and  confidently  anticipated  my  opponent  would 
introduce  ar^ments  against  the  impartial  grace  of  God,  possess- 
ing some  weight,  in  appearance  at  least,  and  some  relevancy  to 
the  questions  before  us.  fiut  if  this  negative  arxuroent  is  a  sample 
of  those  to  follow,  I  despair  of  getting  up  a  readsu)ie  debate.  What 
relation  has  this  argument  to  the  proposition  in  discussion  ?  Sup- 
pose Universalism  does  deny  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  moral  evu, 
does  it  prove  there  is  not  **  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that 
all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy  ?*  Does  it  approach  with- 
in sight  of  the  question  xn  controversy  ?  I  am  surprised  at  the 
Elder's  want  of  tact,  and  hope,  hereafter,  when  he  introduces  a  ne- 
gative argument,  he  will  enlighten  us  by  showing  what  bearing  it 
has  upon  the  point  at  issue. 

I  deny  most  unequivocally,  that  Universalism  fails  to  recognize 
sin  as  a  moral  evil,  or  that  it  robs  God  of  the  character  and  station 
of  a  Moral  Governor.    It  looks  upon  sin  in  no  other  light  than  as 
a  moral  a^,  and  hence  a  moral  evil.    Whatever  investigations  Uni- 
versalist  writers  may  have  made  in  relation  to  the  origin  or  caxues 
of  sin,  do  not  militate  against  the  fact  which  they  all  acknowledge, 
that  wherever  it  exists,  sin  is  a  moral  evil.*  His  quotations  from 
BalJou,  Rogers,  Guild  and  Hyatt,  and  Austin,  fall  far  short  of  sus- 
taining his  charge.    It  will  not  be  necessary  for  me  to  enter  upon 
an  examination  and  defence  of  these  quotations  for  two  reasons. 
1.  Every  intelligent  hearer  and  reader  must  perceive,  that  the  lan- 
guage introduced,  when  construed  and  understood  according  to 
Uie  evident  intent  of  the  authors,  does  not  involve  a  denial  that  sin 
is  a  moral  evil.    2.  But  even  allowing  that  it  did,  it  can  in  no  pos- 
sible way,  afi*ect  the  merits  of  the  question  now  under  considera- 
tion.   Pray  what  have  the  opinions  of  Ballon,  Rogers,  etc.,  in  re- 
gard to  the  origin  or  nature  of  sin,  to  do  with  the  question — "  Is 
there  sufficient  reason  for  believing  that  all  men  will  become  finally 
holy  and  happy  r*    The  Elder  inmrms  us  he  has  many  more  of  the 
■ame  kind  oi  quotations  to  present  hereafter.    Very  well,  he  can  g 
on  in  this  direction  to  any  extent  he  pleases.    I  shall  follow  him  n 
farther  than  to  show  that  all  matters  of  this  description  are  wholl 
extraneous  to  this  discussion,  and  that  their  introduction  onlv  show 
on  his  part  a  distressing  and  pitiable  want  of  something  of  weigli 
to  oige  against  the  gospel  of  a  world's  salvation. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  allusion  has  been  made  to  my  individual 
views  in  relation  to  *•  the  origin  of  sin"  perhaps  I  shall  be  justi- 
fied*  in  so  far  digressing,  as  to  make  a  brief  explanation  of  mv  posi- 
tion. Let  me  premise,  by  the  way,  that  I  am  alone  responsible  for 
my  opinions  on  this  subject — ^ray  brethren  agreeing  or  disagreeing 
with  me,  as  their  own  jud^ents  dictate. 

I  hold  that  man's  organization  is  a  compound  of  animal  propen- 
sities, and  moral  and  intellectual  capacities.    The  latter  are  supe- 
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rior  to  the  former^-4)iey  form  the  only  material  difltinctkni  hctti 
the  brute  races,  and  mankind — aod  are  bestowed  to  inflaeoce,  goid^, 
and  govern  hint,  in  all  his  proceedings.    They  are  the  controlling, 
deciding  tribnnal,  in  the  human  conslitution.    Now  all  sin.  is  tlte 
effect  oi  the  clamoring  of  some  animal  propensity  or  pasatoo,  for 
improper  gratification.     Can  Elder  Hohnes,  or  any  man,  point  mm 
to  a  smful  act  or  thought,  which  has  not  been  prodaccd  by  th« 
prompting  either  of  some  one  animal  passion,  or  a  combination  of 
difierent  propensities  ?    The  sin  however,  does  not  consist  in  the 
promptings  of  the  passions,  because  they  are  blind,  and  incapable 
of  moral  distinctions.    But  when  the  higher  capacities — the  mind, 
the  soul — whose  province  it  is  to  take  cognizance  of  all  the  emo- 
tions of  the  body — ^yields  its  auent  to  any  improper  prompting  of 
the  propensities,  and  permits  it  to  be  carried  out  into  aciiont  or  to 
exist  even  in  thought,  then  it  has  erred — it  has  committed  a  tfnm^, 
a  SIN ! ! — and  deserves,  and  will  receive,  a  just  and  certain  pun- 
ishment.   Such,  concisely  expressed,  are  my  views  upon  this  point. 
Can  they  be  successfully  controverted  ? 

The  Elder  attempts  to  ridicule  the  views  of  Universalists,  in  re« 
lation  to  the  nature  of  God's  law,  and  its  penalties.  If  I  under- 
stood him  correctly,  he  charges  us  with  rejecting  all  scriptural 
views  on  this  subject,  and  believing  in  no  law  or  penaltv,  but  such 
as  are  of  a  physical  nature — consisting  of  the  head-ache  or  some 
bodily  pain.  I  regret  ray  friend  should  so  far  forget  himself,  as  to 
attribute  to  us  that  which  he  must  know  to  be  wholly  groundless ! 
He  is  perfectly  aware  that  Universalists  believe  in  the  existence  of 
6od*s  law,  in  all  its  great  departments— spiritual,  moral  and  physi- 
cal— and  that  its  penalties,  as  varied  in  their  character,  as  toe  na- 
ture of  the  offences  for  which  God  infli<rts  them,  are  administered 
on  every  sinner,  with  unfailing  certainty !  Of  what  avail  is  it  for 
a  controvertialist  to  indulge  in  attempts  to  mislead  on  points  where 
detection  is  so  easy.  The  influence  of  this  mode  of  procedure,  can 
but  be  destructive  to  a  cause  which  needs  its  assistance. 

It  can  hardly  be  expected  I  should  notice  the  stale  anecdote  of 
my  friend,  asserting  that  some  individual  whom  he  did  not  name, 
attempted  to  console  a  poor  woman  whose  husband  died  intoxica- 
ted, with  the  assurance  that  his  sotU  was  not  drunk  f  But  I  would 
like  to  inquire  of  the  Eider  whether  he  believes  the  soul  of  this  man 
became  intoxicated  7  That  the  fleshy  organs  of  the  mind  can  be- 
come stimulated  by  alcoholic  drinks,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  But 
I  would  be  pleased  to  be  instructed  how  the  soul — an  immaterial 
spirit — can  be  affiected  by  material  substances.  If,  however,  he 
thinks  the  soul  of  the  poor  inebriate  really  died  drunk,  I  would  in- 
quire whether  it  entered  the  future  world  in  its  drunken  state  ? 
And  as  it  is  a  favorite  theory  in  his  school  that  there  is  no  change 
after  death,  I  would  ask  whether  the  soul  of  this  man  will  continue 
drunk  throughout  eternity  ? — [2Vfii«  expired. 
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Messrs.  Moderators. — In  my  negative  argument^  I  affirmed  that 
Univcrsalism  denies  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  moral  evil ;  or,  which 
amounts  to  the  same  thing,  makes  moral  evil  result  from  a  phys- 
ical cause.  My  friend  asks,  what  this  has  to  do  with  the  subject  1 
I  answer :  If  there  be  no  moral  evil  in  the  Universe,  only  as  iaenti- 
fied  with  physical  obliquity,  there  is  no  moral  salvation.  If  there 
is  no  moral  salvation,  then  there  is  no  moral  law  that  has  been 
transgressed  by  a  moral  being,  and  men  are  not  moral  transgres- 
sors. But  if  men  are  not  moral  trans^essors,  they  are  not  moral 
beings;  and  if  not  moral  beings,  God  is  not  a  moral  Governor,  and 
has  no  moral  government.  And  if  all  this  be  true,  we  are  dispu- 
ting in  regard  to  mere  abstractions,  or  idealities,  and  had  better 
quit  and  go  home.     This  is  what  it  has  to  do  with  the  subject. 

Mr.  Austin  also  alludes  to  my  remarks  on  the  subject  of  hu- 
man sympathy,  and  complains  of  my  disrespect  to  that  hieh  and 
holy  feeling.     I  am  not  conscious  of  having  spoken  unworthil^r  of 
human  sympathy.     I  acknowledge  human  S3rmpathy  to  be  a  high 
and  holj  feeling,  just  in  the  same  sense  that  man  is  a  high  and 
holy  being.     If  man^s  moral  nature  is  perverted,  so  is  his  83rmpa- 
thy.    And  surely,  my  friend  will  not  take  the  ground  that  man's 
moral  nature  is  not  perverted ;  hence  he  must  admit  him  to  be  the 
subject  of  perverted  sympathy,  or  he  will  display  more  ignorance 
of  the  philosophy  of  numan  nature,  than  I  was  prepared  to  ex- 
pect.    Would  my  friend  wish  the  criminal  jurisprudence  of  the 
State  governed  by  the  sympathy  which  one  felon  has  for  ano- 
ther %    Certainly  not.    And  is  it  more  consistent  to  judge  of  God's 
distributive  administration  by  the  sympathy  which  one  sinner  has 
for  another,  both  being  in  the  same  condemnation  ?    It  was  on 
this  ground,  that  I  said  I  despised  sympathy  as  the  foundation  of 
a  moral  argument,  as  heartily  as  the  gentleman  can  desjpise  fear. 
Indeed,  if  there  be  any  diference,  fear  is  much  the  safer  euide. 
Fear  is  an  emotion  of  the  mind,  but  sympathy  is  associated  with 
the  passions  and  affections.      And  as  the  intellect  has  sufferr 
much  less  from  depravity  than  the  heart,  hence  the  admonitions 
fear  are  entitled  to  muck  more  respect,  than  the  dictates  of  symj 
thy.     It  is  on  this  account  that  the  Bible  speaks  in  such  hij 
terms  of  fear,  and  so  approvingly  of  those  who  are  influenced  i 
it.     "The  fear  of  the  lird  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom."     "Tl 
prudent  man  foreseeth  [feareth]  the  evil  and  hideth  himself,  b 
fools  pass  on  and  are  punished." 

Mr.  Austin  refers  again  to  the  paternal  argument,  and  endea- 
vors to  patch  it  up  so  as  to  preserve  it  from  entire  annihilation. 
But  it  is  of  no  use;  that  argument  is  superannuated,  and  he  may 
as  well  allow  it  for  the  present,  to  retire  from  public  life.  I  will, 
however,  refer  to  one  other  remark  made  by  him  on  this  point. 

To  make  this  argument  pass  with  more  plausibility,  he  seeks 
to  holster  it  up  by  a  perverted  use  of  a  passage  in  Rom. — "  The 
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creature  was  made  subject  to  yanity,  not  willinely."  From  this 
he  argues,  that  God  has  subjected  the  human  Kimily  to  sin  and 
misery,  in  order  to  make  them  more  holy  and  happy  hereafter. 
But  does  he  not  see  that  this  contradicts  facts,  and  comes  directly 
in  the  face  of  his  theory  1  Would  a  good  earthly  father  subject 
his  children  to  sin  and  misery,  against  their  will,  to  make  them 
holy  and  happy,  if  he  had  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  effect 
his  design  equally  well,  without  sin  and  misery  ?  The  g^entle* 
man^s  own  argument  refutes  the  conclusion  at  which  he  aims. 

I  understood  the  gentleman  to  say  that  sin  and  misery,  as  they 
exist  in  this  world,  are  according  to  the  will  of  Grod,  and  even  to 
argue  for  this  position.  The  argument  he  used,  as  near  as  I  can 
recollect,  runs  thus :  If  sin  and  misery  exist  in  this  world  con' 
trary  to  the  will  of  God,  they  may  in  the  future  world — but  as 
they  will  not  exist  a^nst  his  will  in  another  world,  therefore 
they  do  not  exist  against  his  will  in  this  world. 

Mr.  Austin. — If  my  brother  will  allow  me^to  correct  him — ^I 
said  that  whatever  exists  in  this  life,  whether  sin,  evil,  misfortune, 
suffering,  and  afflicts  any  portion  of  mankind,  even  the  most  pi- 
ous, against  God's  will,  may  exist  and  afflict  the  best  of  men, 
hereafter  and  forever,  against  God's  will ! 

Mr.  Holmes. — Very  well,  this  is  as  I  supposed,  and  my  reply 
is,  if  sin  and  misery  are  according  to  the  will  of  God  in  this  world, 
they  may  exist  in  harmony  with  his  will  in  another  world,  and  the 
argument  is  as  sbund  in  one  case  as  in  the  other.  Here  again  the 
gentleman's  argument  refutes  his  own  theory.  As  to  the  passage 
from  Romans,  of  which  Mr.  Austin  has  made  so  much  already — 
"  the  creature  was  made  subject  to  vanity,"  &c, — I  intend,  when  I 
ffet  time,  to  ^ve  it  a  thorough  examination.  I  knew  I  should 
nave  to  meet  it  here,  and  came  prepared  accordingly. 

I  will  now  attend  to  some  few  remarks  of  my  friend,  during  the 
forenoon  session.  And  first,  in  reference  to  the  safety  of  our 
respective  theories,  as  compared  with  each  other.  The  gentleman 
does  not  seem  to  relish  the  remark  I  made  on  this  point,  viz.  that 
if  my  doctrine  be  false,  those  who  believe  it,  ana  trust  in  it,  are 
just  as  sure  of  heaven,  as  any  Universalist  can  be.  But  if  his 
doctrine  be  false,  those  who  depend  on  it,  are  unthout  hope— lost, 
without  remedy.  But  is  it  not  so  1  He  cannot  deny  it  with  the 
least  semblance  of  consistency.  Who  is  in  danger  of  final  perdi- 
tion, if  Universalism  be  true,  even  though  he  despises  it  m  his 
heart,  and  embraces  a  theory  directly  contrary  in  its  nature  ?  But 
if  Universalism  prove  false,  alas  for  the  man  who  has  no  other 
dependence  for  salvation. 

Look  at  the  difference  between  the  two  systems.  It  is  not  like 
that  which  exists  amongst  different  orthodox  denominations.  For 
instance — the  possibility  of  finally  falling  from  a  gracious  state. 
Methodists  and  Presbyterians  differ  on  this  point,  it  is  true  j  but 
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it  is  not  re^rded  by  either  as  fundamental.  Bat  differ  as  we  may 
on  these  minor  points,  we  all  hold  the  hxad,  as  it  is  called  in  the 
theological  language — that  is,  we  hold  to  the  divinity  of  Christ — 
his  work  of  atonement,  and  intercession — ^the  Deity,  and  agency 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  changing  the  heart,  and  producing  holiness 
of  life.  TTie  vitality  and  moral  efficiency  of  Christianity  remains, 
independent  of  these  small  differences,  fiut  look  at  Universalism ! 
If  tfuU  be  true  gospel,  then  what  is  usually  known  as  orthodoxy, 
is  rank  infidelity.    There  is  all  this  difference  between  the  two 

S  stems.  If  Universalism  be  a  form  of  Christianity  at  all,  it  is 
e  lowest  possible  form :  hence,  failing  those  who  trust  in  it,  their 
hopes  are  wrecked  forever.  Mr.  Austin  has  lugged  Calvinism 
into  this  discussion.  If  his  design  in  this,  is  to  entangle  or  em- 
barrass me,  he  will  have  his  labor  for  his  pains.  He  can^t 
trouble  me  with  the  views  of  Calvin,  as  Mr.  Pingree  did  Mr.  Rice. 
I  am  not  tied  up  by  any  of  the  peculiarities  of  this  theory.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  the  violl  of  God  that  all  should  be  saved — nor  will  I  im- 
pute any  other  sentiment  to  my  Calvinistic  brethren.  As  the 
subject  has  been  introduced,  I  could  not  say  less  than  this.  The 
gentleman  also  remarked — to  say  Universalism  is  false,  is  to  say 
reason  is  false.  Indeed  ;  is  the  question  settled  tiien?  It  strikes 
me,  this  is  what  logicians  ^11,  begging  the  question.  The  ques- 
tion is — "  is  there  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  all  men 
will  be  finally  holy  and  happy  1"  Our  proofs  are  to  be  drawn 
from  reason  and  scripture,  and  to  assume  that  either  is  in  favor  of 
the  affirmative  or  negative,  is  to  assume  the  (question  settled  with- 
out controversy.  To  offset  against  my  friend's  declaration,  I 
might  say,  if  Universalism  be  trWi  reason  and  scripture  are  false, 
and  my  ipse  dixit  would  weigh  as  much  as  his — but  after  all,  we 
should  be  just  where  we  were  in  the  start ;  the  question  would 
be  unsettled,  and  the  audience  unenlightened.  But  I  object  to 
this  method  of  settling  controversies.  Let  the  gentleman  draw 
out  his  arguments  from  reason  and  scripture,  and  then  let  the  au- 
dience compare  them  with  my  arguments,  and  with  acknowledged 
principles  andiacts,  and  judge  for  themselves  where  the  merit  c 
the  question  lies. 

Mr.  Austin  alledges  that  I  said  Universalists  are  the  worst  kin 
of  infidels.     I  said  no  such  thing.    But  I  did  say  that  some  ind 
vidaals,  who  wish  to  avoid  the  odium  of  open  infidelity,  put  o 
the  garb  of  Universalism — that  it  has  their  advocacy  and  suppor. 
and  that  such  men  are  the  worst  of  infidels.    Mr.  O.  A.  BronsoL 
says,  **  Of  the  twenty-five  hundred  subscribers  of  the  paper  he  ed- 
it^ [when  he  defended  Universalism,]  it  was  presumed  that  more 
than  one  half  were  sceptics,  or  sceptical.    Hehas  convetsed  with 
hundreds  of  professed  Universalists,  who  would  own  to  him,  that 
they  supported  Universalism,  only  because  it  was  the  most  libe- 
ral sentiment  they  could  find,  and  because  it  was  better  than  De- 
ism, to  put  down  the  orthodox.'* 
8 
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An  Infidel  agent  at  the  West,  writing  for  the  "Investigator,'' 
[Boston,]  July  19,  1840,  says :  "  Indeed  the  UniTcrsalist  clergy- 
men are  not  to  be  sneezed  at.     Mr.  Kidwell  [one  of  the  oldest 
and  most  popular  clergymen  of  Ohio,]  preached  last  sabbath.     X 
went  to  hear  him ;  and,  of  a  truth,  he  preached  as  good  sense, 
reason,  philosophy,  and  liberality,  as  I  want  to  hear  or  expect  to. 
In  short,  he  is  a  very  good  Kneeland  man.^^     Such  men  are  the 
worst  of  Infidels.    But  my  friend  says,  Universalism  has  no  more 
inveterate  enemies  than  infidels.    This  may  be  true  of  a  certain 
class  of  Infidels  ;  those  who  have  boldly  and  openly  launched  out 
upoil  the  sea  of  universal  scepticism.     Such  men  are  too  indepen- 
dent to  wish  to  conceal  their  unbelief — and  too  intelligent  to  sup- 
£ose  Universalism  countenanced  by  the  scriptures :   nence  they 
eartijy  despise  it,  as  an  unworthy  and  shallow  subterfuge, 
I  have  said,  Universalists  support  their  cause  by  conflicting  ar- 
guments.   As  a  sort  of  offset  to  this,  the  gentleman  introduces  a 
Quotation  from  my  article  on  the  atonement,  as  published  in  the 
July  No.  of  the  "  Methodist  Quarterly,"  iu  which  I  say — "  To 
describe  the  various  and  conflicting  theories,  brought  into  being 
by  the  wand  of  theological  diviners  since  the  fifteenth  century, 
would  require  more  space  than  can  be  spared  in  this  paper.** 
Now,  this  variety  of  systems,  it  is  well  known,  has  sprung  main- 
ly out  of  views  similar  to  those  adi^cated  by  Mr.  Austin ;   aa 
for  instance,  Unitarianism,  and  especially  the  views  of  German 
Rationalists,  who  are  known  to  be  a  speciesy  of  the  genus  Infidel. 
They  discard  the  miracles  of  the  Bible,  and  its  whole  supernatu- 
ral character.    Of  course  they  would  deny  the  atonement,  which 
is  the  greatest  of  miracles.     These  *^  various  and  conflicting" 
views  of  atonement,  have,  therefore,  arisen  out  of  that  same  scep- 
ticism, which  in  the  be^nning  of  the  eighteenth  century,  gave 
birth  to  Universalism,  with  its  various  and  conflicting  methods  of 
argumentation.    Thoueh  there  are  some  shades  of  difference  in 
the  view  of  Evangelical  churches,  jet  they  all  embrace  the  essence 
of  the  gospel — that  Christ  died  for  sinners,  in  a  sense  that  removes 
the  legal  obstacles  to  the  salvation  of  the  world,  and  affords  the 
grace  of  repentance  to  such  as  will  turn  from  sin  **  to  serve  the 
living  God." 

And  here  I  am  reminded  of  another  quotation  from,  the  same 
article  on  which  the  gentleman  has  commented,  viz.  **that  there 
were  no  theories  of  atonement  during  the  first  two  centuries." 
Did  I  say  there  Was  no  doctrine  of  atonement  ?  not  at  all :  but 
that  there  were  no  theories^  brought  in  for  the  purpose  of  dist'm- 
guishing  truth  from  error.  The  doctrine  of  atonement  was  not  in 
that  age  disputed.  The  age  of  philosophical  and  metaphysical 
speculation  had  not  then  commenced  (by  the  agency  of  certain 
erroristsand  would-be  philosophers,)  and  hence,  the  advocates  of 
truth  did  not  find  it  necessary  to  state  in  the  form  of  propositions 
or  theories,  the  vital  points  of  Christianity,  in  order  to  distinguish 
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in  the  eyes  of  the  world,  between  truth  and  hMkood.  This  is 
all  I  said,  or  intended. 

The  gentleman  has  finallj^  given  ns  a  definition  of  salvation, 
but  it  amounts  to  just  nothing.  I  have  called  upon  him  to  tell 
UB  what  salvation  is ;  when,  where)  and  how  it  is  to  be  effected. 
He  simply  replies  that  "salvation  is  from  sin."  We  all  under- 
stand this,  when  it  comes  from  one  who  advocates  Universalism. 
It  means  anything  or  nothing,  as  best  suits  the  circumstances  of 
exigencies  of  the  occasion.  I  am  not  satisfied  with  this  definition. 
It  is  a  mere  evasion,  to  avoid  a  much  dreaded  difficulty.  I  still 
press  upon  my  friend's  attention  these  questions.  What  is  sal- 
▼adoa  1  Is  the  salvation  with  which  men  are  made  finally  holy 
aad  happy,  gospel  salvation,  or  is  it  a  salvation  of  some  other 
kind  1  As  thousands  do  not  receive  the  gospel,  and  are  not  saved 
by  it  in  this  life,  I  want  to  know  how,  wnen,  and  where,  they  are 
saved  ?  When  are  men  to  enter  upon  final  holiness  and  happi- 
ness? The  Bible  says — "Let  your  light  shine  before  men." 
Now,  if  my  friend  has  any  light  on  these  points,  I  hope  he  will 
trim  it,  place  it  on  the  candlestick  of  Universalism,  and  let  it 
shine.     We  are  all  anxious  to  see  and  hear. 

To  farther  sustain  the  arrument  for  the  final  holiness  and  hap- 
piness of  all  men,  drawn  from  the  desire  of  God,  the  gentleman 
introduces  again,  die  passage  from  Romans — "the  creature  is 
made  subject  to  vanity  not  linllingly ."  This  is  indeed,  a  singular 
proof  that  all  men  will  be  saved.  Let  us  throw  it  into  form  and 
see  how  it  will  appear. 

Major— Those  made  subject  to  vanity  not  willingly  mtnf  be  saved. 

Minor — ^But  all  men  are  made  thus,  subject  to  vanity. 

Conclttsion-^Therefore  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy ! 

The  Major  is  an  sstumphon,  the  Minor  Afabehooa^  and  the  con- 
clusion an  absurdity,  Snch  is  the  slip-shod  logic  by  which  my 
friend  enforces  his  arguments.  But  let  us  look  at  this  a  little  far- 
ther. The  position  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  aU  men  are  made  sub- 
ject to  vani^,  not  wiUin^y ;  that  is  against  thsir  will.  What 
does  this  mean  ?  It  must  mean  that  their  subjection  to  sin  and 
miseTV,  was  unavoidable,  or  that  it  was  not.  If  it  was  not  una- 
voidable) then  it  follows,  their  subjection  to  sin  and  misery,  or 
▼nnity,  was  not  an  unvnlling  subjection  since  it  followed  the  can^ 
sent  of  the  will,  without  which  it  could  not  have  taken  place.  But 
if  it  woi  unavoidabUi  then  it  follows,  men  are  exonerated  from 
all  msral  guilty  and  are  not  properly  the  subjects  of  moral  salva' 
tism^  All  sound  principles  of  logic  and  ethics,  agree  that  men 
are  not  blame-worthy  for  what  cannot  be  avoided.  The  ^ntle- 
aian  may  take  his  choice  in  these  conclusions. 

But  I  must  not  overlook  my  friend's  illustration.  It  presents 
another  proof  of  the  contrariety  between  Universalism  and  facts, 
even  of  the  physical  world.  The  illustration  is,  the  gradual 
fiowtfa  and  expansion  of  the  tree,  from  its  germinating  point,  to 
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its  state  of  maturity.  Mr.  Austin  has  probably  taken  ^  idea. 
from  "  Combe  on  the  constitution  of  man/'  where  he  maintains 
that  man  vlb  first  created,  sustains  the  same  relation  to  man  in  his 
state  of  development  and  perfection,  that  the  ^^acorti'^  does  to  the 
oak.  The  former  is  but  the  $eed  of  the  latter.  The  theory  of  hu- 
man progression  which  Mr.  Austin  builds  upon  Rom.  viii.  20,  and 
illustrates  by  the  figure  of  the  tree,  is  not  dra\^n  from  the  scrip- 
tures, but  is  a  spawn  of  Phrenology,  But  the  illustration — ^where 
is  its  adaptation  ?  He  says  men  were  created  in  an  trnperfect  state 
— "  subject  to  vanity  not  willingly ;"  and  that  God's  design  is  to 
bring  hmi  out  of  that  state  into  a  state  of  moral  perfection,  just 
as  he  causes  the  tree  to  grow  and  expand,  until  it  comes  to  a  state 
of  maturity.  But  marl^-Ao  make  nis  illustration  applicable,  he 
should  find  a  tree  created  in  a  state  of  rottenness,  and  which  €rod 
enables  by  physical  laws  to  overcome  its  own  rottenness,  and  at- 
tain to  a  state  of  perfection.  The  tree  grows,  it  is  true,  but  it  is 
no  more  perfect  at  one  stage  of  its  advancement  than  at  another. 
From  the  firsty  it  possesses  all  the  elements  of  the  perfect  tree — 
its  growth  is  but  the  expansion  of  those  elements.  As  God  cre- 
ates the  tree  in  a  state  of  physical  perfection,  so  he  created  maa 
in  his  own  image,  a  state  of  moral  perfection.  As  the  tree  ex- 
pands its  perfect  elements  by  the  aid  of  physical  laws,  so  man's 
improvement  is  not  a  deliverance  from  ori^nal  imperfection,  or 
subjection  to  vanity,  sin  and  misery,  in  which  he  was  originally 
created,  but  an  expansion  of  the  elements  of  his  perfect  constitu- 
tion, by  the  gracious  aids  which  Grod  affords  him.  Thus,  my 
friend's  illustration  subverts  his  own  theory,  and  his  theory  con- 
tradicts nature,  and  the  word  of  God. 

Mr.  Austin,  conscious  of  the  unsoundness  of  his  argument  from 
the  desire  of  Grod,  returns  to  it  again  and  again.  He  has  quoted 
repeatedly :  ^^  what  his  soul  desireth  he  .will  do."  I  have  not  dis- 
puted this,  nor  do  I  intend  to.  Nor  wiU  I  deny  that  God  wishes, 
or  desires  the  happiness  of  all  his  creatures.  The  question  does 
not  turn  upon  such  points;  but  upon  the  nature  and  application  of 
his  desire.  Is^  his  desire  absolute  and  unconditional  ?  is  it,  or  will 
it  be,  so  applied  as  to  control  the  final  destinies  of  men  t  These 
are  the  points  on  which  the  controversy  turns,  and  these  points 
are  assumed  by  my  opponent,  not  only  without  proof,  but  in  op- 
position to  scripture,  reason,  and  fact. 

1.  In  opposition  to  scripture.  In  the  18th  of  Ezekiel,  God  says, 
"  he  has  no  pleasure  in  tne  death  of  him  that  dieth."  The  same 
chapter  teaches  that  some  men  dui  die  the  death  Ck>d  had  no  plea* 
sure  in,  and  he  repeatedly  threatens,  *^the  soul  that  sinneth  it 
shall  die."  As  God's  desire  and  pleasure  in  regard  to  the  conse- 
quences of  moral  action,  must  harmonize :  it  follows  that  neither 
are  absolute,  but  both  conditional. 

2.  Inopposition  to  reason.  God'sgovemment  is  moral.  Uncon- 
ditional— ^unavoidable  destiny  is  inconsistent  with  his  govenmient. 
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Besides,  if  the  final  destiny  be  irresistablv  eontroDed,  aa  it  must 
be  in  order  to  make  it  sare,  the  process  by  which  it  is  reached, 
must  be  controlled  in  the  same  way,  and  this  would  annihilate  all 
resDonsibility  and  moral  desert. 

i.  In  opposition  to  fact.  Fact  says,  that  many  thin^  have  ta- 
ken place,  and  do  now  exist,  which  Grod  did  not  desire,  and  in 
whicn  he  has  no  pleasure.  To  suppose  otherwise,  is  to  say  that 
God  desires,  and  takes  pleasure,  in  all  the  crime  that  now  is,  or 
ever  has  existed.  Moreover,  fact  proves  the  argument  worthless, 
since  the  desire  of  Grod  does  not  now  secure  the  holiness  and  hap- 
piness of  all  men.  Indeed  this  argument,  (like  many  others  pre- 
sented by  my  friend,)  may  be  turned  a^nst  Universalism.  For, 
as  in  this  Hfe,  many  thin^  exist,  which  Grod  does  not  desire,  if 
we  are  to  suppose  the  desire  of  Grod  alone^  controls  the  subject  of 
human  happiness,  it  would  follow,  for  au^ht  that  can  be  shown  to 
the  contrary,  that  sin  and  misery  will  exist  in  another  world,  as 
they  have  in  this.  The  truth  is,  this  whole  argument  is  a  soph- 
ism, and  the  gentleman  knows  it,  or  ought  to  know  it;  for  I  can 
hardly  suppose  his  course  of  reasoning  has  imposed  on  himself. 
I  have  already  exposed  its  fallacies  a  number  of  times,  by  show- 
ing that  we  can  know  nothing  of  the  desire^  the  pleasure,  the  tn- 
tenttauy  or  sovereignty  of  Grod,  except  as  it  is  revealed  to  us  in  the 
Bible,  and  in  nature,  and  these  sources  of  proof,  so  far  as  we  have 
yet  investigated  them,  establish  the  moral  government  of  Grod, 
the  contingency  of  human  actions,  and  the  responsibility  of  man, 
as  to  the  jlno/  restdts  of  his  conduct. 

I  now  pass  to  the  consideration  of  Mr.  Austin's  fourth  argu- 
ment, drawn  from  the  fulfillment  of  the  law.  To  fulfill  the  law, 
is  to  love  Grod  with  all  the  heart,  and  this  is  the  duty  of  all  men. 
Christ  came  to  fulfill  the  law ;  but  if  he  fulfills  the  law,  all  men 
most  love  God  with  all  the  heart — and  if  all  men  do  this,  all  men 
will  be  saved.  This  is  the  argument  as  I  understand  it.  More- 
over, he  says  this  is  not  the  moral  law.  I  understand  him  to 
make  a  distinction  between  the  law  Christ  came  to  fulfill,  anf* 
what  he  sometimes  terms  the  great  moral  law.  If  this  is  not  s< 
I  will  stand  corrected. 

Ma.  Austin. — ^It  is  not 

Ma.  HoLMXs. — ^Very  well :  I  will  correct  myself  according) 
Christ  came  to  fulfill  the  moral  law  of  God — and  from  this  fact  1 
concludes  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.    I  wish  th 
audience  to  observe  here,  that  as  Christ  came  to  fulfill  the  morai 
law,  [by  the  admission  of  Mr.  Austin,]  hence  it  was  the  curse  of 
the  mond  law  from  which  he  redeemed  us;  sl  fact  which  he  has 
repeatedly  denied,  in  another  part  of  this  discussion.    In  replying 
to  this  argument,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  show  in  what  sense  Christ 
t  to  ralill  the  law. 
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X.  He  fulfilled  &e  law  hjpersonai  obedience.  He  kept  it  in 
every  respect ;  and  by  this,  he  taueht  ns  that  it  was  not  rep^ed 
— that  it  was  adapted  to  our  condition — and  to  exalt  and  make 
happy  the  moral  subject.  He  showed  also,  that  it  was  suited  to 
man's  original  state — ^that  if  it  had  been  kept  then,  it  would  have 
preserved  them  in  moral  purity,  and  led  them  on  to  higher  degrees 
of  holiness.  He  moreover  taught  us  by  his  personal  obedience, 
how  the  law  should  now  be  received  and  obeyed  ;  and  his  own 
exalted  moral  character  was  the  pledge  and  pattern  of  what  men 
would  have  been  had  they  never  transgressed,  and  of  what  they 
will  be  nowy  if  they  embrace  his  gospel — follow  his  example — 
and  *^  purify  themselves  even  as  he  is  pure."  Is  there  anything 
in  this  that  looks  like  subjecting  men  to  vanity,  to  sin  and  misery 
unwillingly  ? 

2.  He  came  to  fulfil  the  law,  by  affording  us  gracious  ability 
by  which  we  may  overcome  our  sinful  tendencies—and  have  pow- 
er to  keep  the  law — to  love  God  with  all  the  heart.  He  intro- 
duced a  dispensation  of  ff^nuce  and  mercy  by  which  men  may  be  ex- 
onerated from  the  disabilities  and  consequences  of  past  transgres- 
sion— ^rise  out  of  the  ruins  of  the  fall— -and  commence  a  course 
of  obedience  in  a  new  relation,  and  under  circumstances  adapted 
tp  the  improvement  and  perfection  of  their  moral  character. 

3.  Law  is  fulfilled,  and  government  supported,  when  the  pe* 
nalty  of  the  law  is  inflicted  on  the  disobedient,  or  when  a  consid- 
eration is  presented  in  view  of  which,  pardon  may  be  safely  dis- 
pensed to  the  guilty.  Christ  came  to  fulfill  the  law,  therefore,  by 
sustaining  its  demands  against  the  sinner,  and  at  the  same  time 
afibrdine  the  sinner  rdi^  by  satisfying  the  claims  of  justice  for 
him — *^ he  died  the  just  for  the  unjust,  that  he  might  bring  us  to 
Grod."  Thus  Christ  by  the  ^' blood  of  the  cross,"  has  become 
"  the  way  the  truth  and  the  Hie" — ^has  introduced  a  plan  of  sal- 
vation, according  to  the  principles  of  which,  Grod  ^^can  be  just 
and  the  judtifier  of  him  that  believeth  in  Jesus.*''  We  have  re- 
peatedly shown  that  when  Uie  law  is  once  violated,  the  trans- 
gressor has  no  power  to  make  satisfaction,  nor  does  the  law  itself 
provide  a  remedy.  Christ  came  as  the  remedy,  and  has  '^redeem-! 
ed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  curse  for  us" — that 
the  blessing  of  Abraham  might  come  upon  the  Gentiles  through 
Jesus  Christ;  that  we  might  receive  the  promise  of  the  spirit 
through  faith. — (Gal.  iii.  13,  14.)  Hence  also  St.  John  says, 
**  God^  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his  only  begotten  son, 
that  whosoever  believeth  on  him  sfunUd  not  perish,  but  have  ever- 
lasting life."  Here  it  is  explicitly  stated  to  be  the  object  of 
Christ's  coming  to  our  world,  to  save  men  from  perishingy  in  a 
sense  that  contrasts  with  everlasting  life.  This  ooject  he  accom- 
plished by  making  an  atonement,  &e  moral  efiect  of  which  was, 
to  remove  the  legal  obstacles  to  human  salvation,  and  procure 
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pardon  for  the  repenting  and  returning  sinner.  We  have  already 
said  that  law  is  fulfilled  when  the  guiltj  are  punished :  hence — 

4.  He  came  to  fulfil  the  law  by  vindicating  it,  and  sustaining 
the  government  of  God,  in  the  punishment  of  those  who  despise 
the  riches  of  his  giacei  reject  the  offers  of  mercy,  and  will  "  not 
have  him  to  reign  ovei  them." — (Luke  xix.  27.)  "But  those 
mine  enemies,  which  would  not  that  I  should  reign  ov«r  them, 
bring  hither,  and  slay  them  before  me,"  This  is  jjart  of  the  par- 
able of  the  nobleman  who  distributed  talents  to  ms  servant  and 
"  went  into  a  far  countr}^  to  receive  a  kingdom,  and  to  return. ^^ 
It  is  intended  to  represent  Christ,  his  distribution  of  gracious  tal- 
ents to  men,  his  departure  to  his  heavenly  kingdom  and  his  final  re- 
turn to  reckon  with  those  who  have  received  ms  munificent  favors : 
and  the  words  quoted  above  describe  the  final  issue  to  those  who 
waste  his  bounty,  despise  his  authority,  apd  will  not  have  him 
"to  reign  over  them."  This  view  is  most  solemnly  and  forcibly 
confirmed  in  (2  Thess.  i.  7-10.) — "And  to  you  who  are  troublea, 
rest  with  UJ5,  when  the  Lord  Jesus  shall  he  revealeed  from  hea- 
ven with  his  mighty  angels,  In  flaming  fire  taking  vengeance  on 
them  that  know  not  God,  any  that  ooey  not  the  gospel  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ:  Who  shall  be  punished  with  everlasting  de- 
struction from  the  presence  of  the  Lord,  and  from  the  glory  of  his 
power;  When  he  shall  come  to  be  glorified  in  his  saints,  and  to 
De  admired  in  all  them  that  believe." 

We  have  now  shown  in  what  sense  Christ  fulfils  the  law,  and 
it  is  so  far  from  supporting  the  notion  of  unconditional,  final  ho- 
liness and  happiness  for  all  men,  that  it  is  an  important  link  in 
the  chain  of  facts  and  arguments,  by  which  we  reach  the  contra- 
ry conclusion.  I  will  not  now  continue  this  train  of  thought  fur- 
ther, but  at  some  future  time,  will  present  my  views  of  the  na- 
ture of  God's  government,  and  in  so  doing,  I  shall  remove  the 
foundation  of  a  number  of  the  gentleman's  arguments. — [Time 
expired, 

[MX.  AV8TXN*8  FOURTH  8PXBCB.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators: — ^The  passage  last  quoted  by  Eld< 
Holmes,  (2  Thess.  i.  7-10,)  I  shall  notice  on  the  next  questia 
when  it  will  undoubtedly,  again  be  brought  to  the  attention  i 
the  audience.  There  are  a  few  remarks  I  wish  to  make  in  rep 
to  the  suggestions  of  my  friend,  and  then  I  pass  on  to  my  affirn 
ative  arguments. 

I  am  surprised  at  the  position  he  assumed  in  respect  to  man's 
subjection  to  vanity. — (Rom.  viii,  20.)  I  understood  him  to  say 
I  maintained  that  God  subjected  his  children  to  vanity,  against 
his  own  will. 

Mb.  Holmes. — What  I  meant  was  against  th«  will  of  man. 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ  IC 


i 


176  AU0Tnf*B  FOURTH  SPEECH 

Ma.  Austin. — I  am  bound  to  take  his  explanation ;  but  it  de- 
stroys all  his  arrament  upon  the  passage.  His  reasoning  was, 
what  father  wotud  subject  his  children  to  vanity,  against  his  own 
Willi 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^I  meant  against  the  will  of  the  children. 

Ma.  Austin. — ^That  only  makes  it  worse.  Any  prudent  and 
good  father  would  do  whatever  he  thought  would  be  for  the  good 
of  his  children,  without  reference  to  what  their  will  might  be.  A 
wise  parent  will  be  goTemed  by  his  own  judgment  in  his  plans 
respecting  his  offspring,  without  beinr  turned  from  his  purposes 
by  their  wish  or  will.  Thus  has  our  neavenly  Father  proce^ed. 
He  did  not  give  us  the  privilege  of  choosing  whether  we  would 
be  subjected  to  vanity  or  not.  He  ordered  our  subjection  after 
the  counsels  of  his  own  will  and  pleasure.  And  I  am  authorized 
by  his  whole  moral  character,  to  msist  that  our  exposure  to  van- 
ity or  imperfection,  was  designed  for  our  highest  ultimate  good. 
Although  I  may  not  be  able  to  describe,  or  even  comprehend  the 
workings  of  the  vast  moral  mechanism  of  the  Almighty,  by  which 
he  educes  light  from  darkness,  and  eood  from  evil,  yet  this  makes 
•it  not  the  less  sure,  that  such  will  oe  the  final  result  of  his  great 
and  gracious  plans !  But  take  either  ground,  one  of  which  my 
friend  must  occupy — ^that  man's  subjection  was  to  bring  evil  u|>on 
him,  or  that  it  was  in  opposition  to  God's  iffiliy  and  coinusion,  im- 
perfection, and  wrong,  are  attributed  to  the  Creator  and  his  pur- 
poses. 

For  the  want  of  better  matter,  the  Elder  works  over  the  e&me 
material  again  and  again.  In  vain  his  objections  are  crippled 
and  destroyed.  Having  nothing  of  greater  force,  the  same  old 
arguments  are  brought  limping  in,  to  make  a  show  and  fill  up 
time.  We  are  now  once  more  treated  to  the  venerabltt  originai 
and  weighty  ar^ment  of  "  The  Two  Chances !"  He  reiterates, 
if  his  doctrine  is  false,  then  all  men  will  be  saved.  But  if  Uni- 
versalism  be  false,  then  those  who  believe  it  will  be  lost,  while 
the  £vangeli<^s  will  be  saved  /  I  have  already  noticed  and  an- 
swered tms  most  groundless  and  unworthy  objection,  addressed 
solely  to  men's  sordid  fears.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  necessary 
for  me  to  dwell  long  upon  it  here.  If  the  Elder's  doctrine  is  false^ 
then  all  men  will  oe  saved  f!  Here  is  logic  for  you !  The  ab- 
surdity of  the  idea  is  manifest.  It  does  not  follov^  if  Methodism 
be  false,  that  all  mankind  will  be  brought  to  salvation.  If  that 
system  should  be  false,  and  Calvinism  be  true,  then  all  Metho- 
dists may  be  included  among  the  non-elect,  and  **  be  damned  for 
the  glory  of  God  I"  U  F^otestantism  be  false,  and  Catholicism 
be  true,  then  all  the  self-styled  orthodox,  will  be  cast  into  the 
hottest  flames  of  hell,  as  depraved  and  stubborn  heretics/  If  age 
and  numbers  can  determine  the  truth  of  doctrines,  the  Catholic 
Church  is  the  only  true  Church,  for  its  doctrine  is  the  oldest  in 
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CbriBteiidom,  ^od  it  still  greatly  oi^tnoo^beia  all  other  secta!  I 
'v^ould  advise  my  brother  and  hie  associates,  to  ^^look  out  f^  Their 
*'  two  chances,^'  turn  against  them  when  their  compare  notes  with 
the  Catholics!  On  the  other  h^o^  should  Universalism  prove 
fsdse,  there  is  no  certainty,  or  even  probability,  that  Universalista 
will  be  lost  and  the  p|BirtialistB  sjs^ved !  I  have  already  demon- 
strated in  this  discussion,  that  whatever  sfsntin^ent  shall  finally 
prove  true — howevef  malignant  and  wrathful  God  may  be — ^it  10 
certain  he  will  not  turn  his  indignation  towards  those  whp  repre* 
sent  him  in  the  light  of  a  wise,  henevolent  an4  merciful  Ruler — a 
kind,  watchful  and  loving  iParent!  Sut  if  any  class  v^^tj  antici* 
pate  the  torments  of  a  future  world,  on  account  of  the  religious 
opinions  they  propagate,  it  is  that  body  of  people  who  spend 
their  days  in  descnbiiig  tl^  Parent  of  all — the  Deing  whose  name 
and  nature  t^e  scriptures  declare  to  be  "iot;^" — ^as  sq  destitute  of 
wisdom,  holiness  and  mercv,  as  to  be  4etero[iin^4  to  thrust  his  own 
ofi&pring  down  to  eternal  Jarknes^  i^nd  wo^  where  they  will  for- 
ever sink  deeper  and  deeper,  in  blasphemy  and  siQ !  I  This  ob- 
jection of  the  "twp  chances,"  sp  popular  with  a  certain  class 
against  Universalism*  is  a  very  weak  qn^ !  J4y  friend  will  par- 
don me  for  frankly  declaring,  that  the  high^  (fistinctipn  and  ho- 
nor to  which  it  can  be  possibly  entitled,  is,  that  it  is  nothing  more 
or  less,  than  a  regular  *^  old  icoman't  argumer^/r^ 

Mr.  Holmes  says,  he  dia  not  assert  that  Universalism  is  the 
worst  kind  of  infidelity!  I  am  happy  to  b^ear  th^  explanation, 
and  am  really  ^lad  to  believe  n^  Drother  was  not  so  uncandid. 
Ft  seems  then,  that  my  opposer  considers  Universaliam  as  ii^fidel- 
ity^  though  not  the  worst  kind.  This  stereotyped  cry  of  *^  infi- 
delity I'^  IS  one  of  the  n^ost  stup^,  that  men  possessing  ^  common 
degree  of  good  sens^  can  indulge  in.  It  can  only  in^ence  a 
class  of  prejudiced  and  icnorant  minds,  who  have  not  sufficient 
knowledge  to  know  what  tT\fidelity  really  is — ^while  it  must 
disgust  tne  enlightened  and  candid,  c^  all  denominations  I  When 
will  theologians  learn  that  calling  hard  names,  and  ^^  making  up 
mouths,"  is  but  the  last  resort  of  men  who  feel  their  cause  to  be 
defenceless  and  sinkiUK  1  The  Elder  posses^s  too  much  good 
sense  not  to  see  the  absi^dity  of  charging  infideUty^  on  a  clasf 
who  are  surjpassed  by  none  in  their  firm  belief  of  Christianity . 
However,  this  is  an  old  fallacy  to  which  he  and  his  associates  hav< 
so  long  been  habituated,  that  it  has  become  a  second  nature.  Tha 
side  ofthe  house  have  for  years  considered  it  a  master-stroke  0^ 
policy,  when  they  could  not  arre^  the  proges^  of  Universalism  by 
fair  and  honorable  means,  to  bespatter  its  pure  and  heavenly  teach- 
ings, with  the  cry  of  infidelity//  No  matter  that  Universalists 
believe  in  God,  as  the  Creator,  Ruler  and  Father  of  the  world  I 
No  matter  that  they  believe  in  Jesus  Christ  as  the  Son  of  God — 
the  Mediator  between  the  Creator  and  his  creatures,  and  the  Sa- 
▼ior  of  men!  No  matter  that  they  believe  with  the  utmost  sin- 
8»     ■     '     ' 
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cerity  and  firmness,  every  article  of  faith,  every  doctrine  and  pre- 
cept, enjoined  upon  man  in  the  Bihle ! !  What  is  all  this  to  men 
who  feel  driyen  to  say  something  against  Universalism,  and  yet 
can  find  no  solid  argument  to  overthrow  its  teachings!  Notwith- 
BtandinK  we  believe  all  the  scriptures  require  of  us,  yet  rejecting 
as  we  do  the  heathen  dogmas  of  modem  atonement  and  endless 
punishment,  asjnan-made  sentiments,  the  shout  of  infidelity  is 
raised,  that  its  authors  beneath  the  smoke  they  thus  create,  may 
skulk  away  from  the  responsibility  of  attempting  to  overthrow 
our  sentiments  by  a  course  of  sound  argpimentation ! !  Brother 
Holmes  may  indulge  iu  this  species  of  warfare  to  any  extent  he 
chooses. 

He  declares  that  if  Universalism  is  true,  so-called  orthodoxy 
must  be  infidelity.  And  if  partialism  is  true,  Universalism  must  be 
infiddity/  This  may  pass  for  sound  reasonine  amon^  the  less 
discerning  portion  of  those  who  sympathize  witn  friend  Holmes. 
But  a  large  class  of  his  own  friends,  cannot  fail  to  give  it  a  less 
honorable  name.  That  there  are  many  infidel  views  prevailing 
among  the  partialist  sects  there  cannot  be  a  doubt.  Tneir  unbe^ 
lief  in  God  as  the  Father  of  all  men,  and  as  one  who  will  con- 
tinue the  watchful  and  loving  Father  of  all  forever ! ! — ^Their  t<n- 
belirf  of  his  positive  declaration  that  he  **  will  have  all  men  to  be 
saved,  and  come  unto  the  knowledge  of  the  truth"— (1  Tim.  ii.  4) — 
Their  unbelief  of  his  solemn  OATH,  that  in  due  time,  unto  him 
"every  knee  shall  bow  and  every  tongue  shall  swear,  surely  shall 
say.  In  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and  strength'^ — (Isa.  xlv. 
23)-— Their  unbdief  of  the  great  fundamental  principle  of  Grod^s 
moral  government,  that,  "  though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked 
SHALL  NOT  be  Unpunished^'— (Prov.  xi.  21) — ^Their  unbdief  in 
Christ  as  the  Son  of  God,  rather  than  as  God  himself — ^Their 
unbelief  in  Christ's  words,  when  he  declares  he  was  sent  by 
his  Father  to  save  the  world"— (John  xii.  47) — ^Their  unbe- 
lief  in  his  declaration  that  it  was  his  "  meat  to  do  the  "WILL  of 
him  that  sent  me,  [i.  e.  save  all  men — 1  Tim.  ii.  4,]  and  to  FIN- 
ISH his  work  I" — (John  iv.  34.)  All  this  unbdief  is  nothing  less 
than  sheer  infidelitt  ! ! !  Yet  I  do  not  denominate  those  infi- 
dds,  who  have  unfortunately  allowed  their  glides  to  lead  them 
into  this  great  faithlessness,  for  the  reason  that  at  the  same  time, 
they  entertain  in  many  other  respecto,  a  sound  and  genuine  belief 
in  God  and  Christ.  So  also,  if  partialism  is  true,  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  Universalism  is  a  system  of  infidelity.  For  the  candid 
of  all  sects,  cannot  but  acknowledge,  that  even  allowing  it  to  be 
incorrect  in  its  chief  sentiment,  it  notwithstanding  inculcates  a 
true  christian  belief  in  regard  to  a  large  share  of  New  Testament 
doctrines. 

The  Elder  declares  mv  definition  of  Salvation,  does  not  amount 
to  any  thing!  !  I  beg  nis  pardon — ^it  was  not  my  definition — ^it 
was  that  of  the  Bible  I    when  we  go  to  the  scriptures  and  en- 
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quire  what  it  is  men  are  tP  be  saved  from,  it  informs  us,  salra- 
tioii  is  from  SIN  ! ! !— (Matt.  i.  21.)  But  the  Rev.  David  Holmes 
insists  this  is  nothing  !  Why  *?  Because  everything  that  docs 
not  support  the  falsely  called  Evangdieal  platform,  to  which  he 
is  chained  hand  and  foot,  must  be  denounced  as  groundless  and 
good  for  nothiuKi  even  though  such  a  decision  casts  disparage- 
ment, and  eYen/alsehood,  on  God^s  own  word ! 

Mr.  Holmes  has  referred  to  my  figure  of  the  growth  of  a  tree. 
He  charges  me  with  maintaining  that  God  has  created  man  with 
an  imvure  and  perverted  nature,  and  then  inquires  if  the  Creator 
ever  formed  a  rotten  tree  ?  I  repljr,  God  does  not  create  rotten 
trees ;  neither  does  he  usher  into  existence  depraved  beingt  /  He 
has  wholly  mistaken  my  position  in  regard  to  man's  original  na- 
ture. So  far  from  contending  that  he  is  created  with  a  corrupt 
and  perverted  nature,  I  take  the  exact  opposite  ftronnd — as  I  did 
in  a  previous  debate  with  Mr.  Parks,  a  brother  of  the  Elder's.  If 
Mr.  P.  informed  him  otherwise,  he  has  misrepresented  my  views. 
I  insist  that  Deitv  forms  his  intelligent  ofispring,  innocent  and 
pare — that  at  birth,  the  infant  has  no  moral  contamination  in  its 
nature.  But  it  is  placed  in  subjection,  or  exposure  to  vanity^  in 
the  incipient  stages  of  its  existence.  This  exposure  srows  out  of  two 
of  the  most  important  and  valuable  laws  of  our  oeukffy  viz.  PrO' 
gression  and  Freedom/  Progression  towards  perfecttont  cannot 
exist,  unless  it  commences  in  imperfection.  Neither  can  there  be 
an  exercise  of  moral  freedom^  without  an  exposure,  or  liability, 
to  sin !  Under  the  operation  and  influence  of  these  two  laws,  al- 
though at  first,  man  exhibits  great  moral  deficiency,  and  experi- 
ences much  unhappiness  and  evil,  yet  at  length  and  ultimately, 
he  is  elevated  to  a  perfection  in  holiness  and  happiness,  which 
would  have  been  beyond  his  reach,  under  the  operation  of  any 
other  conceivable  class  of  circumstances.  To  illustrate  this  law 
of  man's  progression,  I  introduced  the  fig^ure  of  the  twig  and  its 
growth  to  a  rruit-bearing  tree.  I  think  these  views  are  under- 
stood and  appreciated  by  the  audience,  if  not  by  my  opponent. 

What  is  his  position  on  this  subject?  It  is  virtually  this: — 
That  God  creates  man  with  a  corrupt  nature,  and  then  punishes 
him  forever,  because  he  is  corrupt!  His  argument  to  disprove 
my  views,  is  a  precious  specimen  of  loncal  Eduction.  He  rea- 
sons that  because  the  Creator  does  not  orin^  mankind,  in  this  in- 
troductorjr  state  of  their  being,  into  a  condition  of  perfect  holines^ 
and  happiness,  we  must  therefore  conclude  he  will  never  do  so, 
in  any  future  state  or  stage  of  their  existence.  Moreover,  he  con- 
tends that  if  men  are  exposed  to  imperfection  and  sin  in  this  life, 
in  accordance  with  God's  will  and  purpose,  it  may  be  in  accor- 
dance with  the  same  will  and  purpose,  to  subject  them  to  imper- 
fection and  sin  in  the  next  world  i  On  this  principle  of  reason- 
ing, because  the  twig  does  not  bear  fruit  when  it  shoots  from  the 
•a^th,  in  its  first  stage  of  existence,  it  will  never  produce  fruit ! 
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Or,  because  it  is  in  aceordance  with  God's  wiU  and  purpose,  that 
the  twig  is  not  a  tree,  and  does  not  produce  fruit  when  it  cqm^ 
fnences  its  arrowth,  we  must  conclude  it  will  be  in  accordance  with 
his  will  and  purpose,  that  it  shall  never  be  a  tree,  and  nerer  bear 
fruit!  Assuredly  this  is  "deep  water !"  These  pcnnts  have  al- 
ready  been  thoroughly  discussed.  Perhaps  Mr.  Holmes  would 
like  to  go  over  the  ground  again ! 

My  friend  has  made  another  struggle  to  weaken  the  force  of 
mv  Argument  from  tike  Desire  of  Ood.  He  is  aware  that  argument 
fully  establishes  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  and  places  it  be- 
~^otid  his  reach.  But  s<»[iething  must  be  said  against  it.  Hence  his 
iopele8<»  labor,  which  result^  in  making  the  impotency  of  his 
efforts  the  more  evident.  I  laid  it  down  as  an  important  truth, 
that  Jehovah  desiess  the  salvation  of  all  men.  £lder  Holmes 
acknowled^  the  legitimacy  of  this  position.  In  this,  he  ac- 
knowledgM  all  I  comd  ask,  and  virtually  surrendered  the  ar^- 
ment  into  my  hands.  For  the  scriptures  positively  declare  that 
whatsoever  God  denreth,  "that  he  DOETH !"— (Job  xxiii.  13.) 
My  friend  cannot  deny  that  Deity  does  whatever  he  desires,  with- 
out he  denies  the  Bible !  God  desires  all  inen  to  be  saved — he 
does  whatever  he  desires !  Hence  he  will  in  his  own  time,  save 
all  men ! !  But  the  0der  instead  of  acknowledging  in  a  frank 
and  manly  manner  the  irresistable  force  of  this  argument,  and 
yielding  up  the  debate,  strives  to  raise  obstacles,  in  man's  present 
condition  and  nature,  to  show  that  God's  desires  are  not  accom- 
plisked !  In  other  words,  he  is  laboring  with  all  the  talent  he 
possesses,  to  build  up  an  atkeisiical  argument,  going  to  show  that 
the  scriptures  uttered  a  wretched  FAjUSEHOOD  when  they  de- 
clare that  God  doeth  what  he  desireth  /  Now  I  humbly  submit  that 
when  the  Creator  has  declared  that  he  desires  to  do  a  certain  great 
and  good  work,  and  that  whatever  he  desireth,  he  doe^  it  is  most 
irreverent  and  unreasonable  to  commence  raising  objections,  and 
to  take  the  stramge  cround,  that  because  we  cannot  see,  with  our 
limited  capacities,  the  toayl  and  means  by  which  God  will  satisfy 
hicf  desires,  tiierefore  he  will  never  satisfy  them ! !  But  I  leave 
my  friend,  on  this  point,  where  I  did  before.  He  insists  Qod  will 
NOT  do  whatever  he  dxsires — the  Bible  declares  he  WILL !  An 
atheist  inight  decide  with  the  Elder,  but  can  a  Christian  hesitate  to 
believe  Gk>d,  before  man ! ! 

My  brother  Holmes  also  notices  my  argument  from  the  Fulfil' 
mentof  the  Law  of  Love,  He  insists  that  when  Penalty  is  inflic- 
ted. Law  is  folfilled.  Here  I  take  issue  with  him.  The  simple 
infliction  of  its  penalty,  does  not  fulfil  a  law.  It  is  not  fulfilled 
until  the  object  for  which  it  was  established,  is  attained.  What 
is  the  object  of  the  law  against  slander  ?  Clearly  not  to  inflict 
penalty  merely ;  but  to  deter  men  from  injuring  one  another's 
reputation,  nor  can  that  law  be  fulfilled,  until  its  object  is  ac- 
complished, and  all  men  are  saved  from  a  disposition  to  slander 
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their  neiffkbor.  So  inflicting  a  penalty  on  men  for  violation  of 
the  moral  law  of  Grod,  does  not  falfil  tnat  law.  The  administer- 
mg  of  the  penalty,  is  but  one  of  the  ways  and  means,  which  the 
righteous  Judee  and  Father  has  established  to  secure  finally,  the 
rreat  object  tor  which  it  was  established,  viz.  to  cause  men  to 
k>ye  God  and  one  another.  We  are  distinctly  assured  by  the 
Sayior  himself,  that  God's  moral  law  shall  be  fulfilled  in  every 
jot  and  tittle.  Hence,  when  it  is  at  length  fulfilled,  all  men  will 
D€  brought  to  love  supremely  their  Creator,  and  their  neighbors 
as  themselves !     Then  all  will  be  holy  and  happy ! ! 

My  friend  opposite,  asserts  that  God's  law  provides  no  remedy 
for  those  who  disobe^r.  This  declaration  shows  very  limited  re- 
flection. Is  not  forgiveness,  granted  on  genuine  repentance,  a 
provision  of  law — a  remedy,  not  to  save  men  from  the  full  action 
of  law,  but  to  restore  them  to  obedience  and  happiness  ?  Yea,  the 
▼ery  penalty  which  law  inflicts  on  the  sinful,  is  designed  as^a 
remeay  for  tneir  disobedience.  Its  purpose  is  to  bring  men  to  re- 
pittance,  and  repentance  entitles  them  to  forgiveness,  and  restores 
them  to  Grod^s  approbation,  and  to  happiness ! 

I  now  proceed  to  introduce  my  Sixth  Argument : — 

THE  LOVE  OP  GOD. 
Proposition. — 1.  The  Creator  potsaesee  a  spirit  of  Infinite  Lore.  ^  His  Lore  ex- 
toad*  to  all  mankind,  and  will  endttre  forever.    8.  A  God  of  Love  woold  not  create 
object*  beloved,  for  any  other  destiny  than  holiness  and  haypineu.    4.  The  fact  that 
Deity  porposes  a  state  of  thinfis,  is  ample  evidence  that  it  will  be  accompli^ed. 

Proof. — 1.  The  Creator  possesses  a  spirit  of  Infinite  Love. 
'«We  have  known  and  believed  the  love  that  God  hath  to  us. 
God  is  Love ;  and  he  that  dwelleth  in  love,  dwelleth  in  God,  and 
God  in  him." — (1  John  iv.  16.)  St.  Paul  denominates  him,  "  the 
God  of  Love."— (2  Cor.  xiii.  11.) 

Dr.  Payson,  an  eloquent  orthodox  divine,  formerly  of  Portland, 
Me.,  thus  describes  God's  love :    "  In  the  words  *  God  is  Love,' 
we  have  a  perfect  {portrait  of  the  eternal  and  incomprehensible  Je- 
hovah, drawn  by  his  own  unerrine  hand.    The  mode  of  exprep 
Bion  here  adqpted,  differs  materially  from  that  usually  employe 
by  the  inspired  writers,  in  speaking  of  the  divine  perfectior 
TTiey  say  God  is  merciful,  God  is  just,  God  is  holy.    But  never 
they  say,  God  is  mercy,  Grod  is  justice,  God  is  holiness.    In  this  i 
stance  on  the  contrary,  the  Apostle  instead  of  saying  Grod  is  lovin 
or  good,  says,  God  is  LOVE---love  itself.    By  this  expression  \ 
must  understand  that  God  is  all  pure  unmixed  love,  and  that  tb 
other  moral  perfections  of  his  character,  are  only  so  many  modi 
fications  of  his  love.    Thus  his  justice,  his  mercy,  his  truth,  his 
faithfulness,  are  but  so  many  difierent  names  of  his  love  or  good- 
ness.   As  the  light  which  proceeds  from  the  sun,  may  be  easily 
separated  into  many  different  colors,  so  the  holy  love  of  God, 
which  is  the  light  and  j^lory  of  his  nature,  may  be  separated  into 
a  variety  of  moral  attnoutes  and  perfections.    But  though  sepa- 
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rated,  they  are  still  LOVE.  His  whole  nature  and  essence  is 
LOVE.  His  will,  his  word,  and  his  works,  are  lots.  He  is  no- 
thing, can  do  nothing  but  LOVE ! !" 

2.  Grod's  love  extends  to  all  men^  and  will  endure  forever, 
"  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his  only  begotten  Son, 
that  whosoever  believeth  on  him  should  not  perish,  but  have  ev- 
erlasting life.  For  God  sent  not  his  Son  into  the  world,  to  con- 
demn the  world ;  but  that  the  world  through  him  might  be  saved.'* 
— (John  iii.  16,  17.)  "  God  commendeth  his  love  toward  us,  in 
that,  while  we  were  yet  sinners,  Christ  died  for  us."— (Rom.  v.  8.) 
"But  God,  who  is  rich  in  mercy,  for  his  great  love  wherewith  he 
loved  us,  even  when  we  were  dead  in  sins,  hath  quickened  us 
together  with  Christ!"— (Eph.  ii.  4,  5.) 

Thus  God  loves  ALL  MEN.  He  loves  them  when  they  do  not 
love  him.  He  loves  them  while  sinnere — ^yea,  even  while  dead  in 
sin !  This  is  true  Love.  It  is  the  Love  of  an  affectionate  father, 
even  for  ungrateful  and  disobedient  children.  We  can  never 
magnify  God^s  Love  too  muck.  The  only  failure  we  can  possi- 
bly make,  is  in  not  conceiving  it  as  GREAT  as  it  is.  The  Crea- 
tor will  through  all  time,  ana  through  all  Eternity,  cherish  this 
love.  He  is  immutable  and  unchan£;eable.  What  he  loves  Oficf, 
he  will  lore  forever!  "I  am  the  Lord,  I  change  not." — (Mai. 
iii.  6.) 

3.  A  God  of  love  would  not  create  objects  beloved,  for  any 
other  destiny  than  holiness  and  happiness.  This  position  is  the 
first  and  plamest  deduction  of  reason.  In  ushering  offspring  into 
existence,  the  END  for  which  he  formed  them,  must  have  been 
one  sanctioned  by  infinite  Love.  The  conclusion  is  irresistible, 
that  his  object  was  to  elevate  them  to  a  state  of  endless  purity 
and  felicity !  Contemplate  God  before  a  single  being  was  crea- 
ted. He  was  then  Love — Infinite  LOVE !  Not  Love  in  nam£ 
only,  but  Love  in  a  vast,  boundless  realitt.  He  did  not  create 
from  necessity  or  compulsion,  but  from  pleasure,  "Thou  art 
worthy,  O  Lord,  to  receive  fflory,  and  honor,  and  power :  for  thou 
hast  created  all  things,  ana  for  thy  pleasure,  they  are,  and  were 
created." — (Rev.  iv.  11.)  InfiDitely  happy  himself,  his  only  ob- 
ject in  creating,  must  have  been  to  make  others  happy — ^to  fur- 
nish himself  with  objects  upon  whom  he  could  lavish  the  rich 
treasures  of  his  Love.  What  other  purpose  could  he  possibly 
have  had  in  view  1    Could  Love  create  to  torment  ? 

Allow  me  to  introduce  another  extract  from  Dr.  Payson  : — 
"  Look  back  to  the  time  when  God  existed  independent  and  alone ; 
hen  there  was  nothing  but  God ;  no  heavens,  no  earth,  no  an- 
Is,  no  men.  How  wretched  should  we — ^how  wretched  would 
f  creature  be,  in  such  a  situation !  But  Jehovah  was  then  in- 
tely  happy — ^happjr  beyond  all  possibility  of  increase.  He  is 
overflowing  fountain,  a  bottomless  and  snoreless  ocean,  of  be- 
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in^,  perfection,  and  happiness.  And  when  this  infinite  ocean 
ovlrnows,  sans  and  worlds,  aneels  and  men,  start  into  existence !" 

God,  the  spirit  of  infinite  and  impartial  Love,  foresaw  from  the 
beginning,  what  would  be  the  final  condition  of  every  being  he 
designed  to  create.  If  he  perceived  that  in  any  way^  through  any 
cause^  from  any  turn  in  anairs,  from  any  combination  of  circum- 
stances, from  any  abuse  of  his  faculties,  powers,  opportunities,  or 
agencies,  the  existence  of  a  single  being  would  result  in  endless 
voe,  would  Infinite  Love  persist  in  creating  that  being — especially 
when  under  no  compulsion  ;  but  could  precisely  as  well  not  cre- 
ate, as  to  create  ? 

When  the  scriptures  declare,  €rod  reigns,  they  simply  assert  that 
lignite  Love  reigns ;  for  "  God  is  Love,^* 

"Lov*  Almii^tjr!  Lore  Almifhtjr !  nag, 
Exalt  Cnatioa :  Love  Almighty  rmgiUi 
Tkat  death  of  miATas,  that  cordial  of  despair, 
And  load  Etenutjr's  triumphant  song."— Yoma. 

When  the  scriptures  declare  €rod  doeth  his  will  in  heaven  and 
on  earth,  they  assert  that  Almighty  Lovs  does  its  will  in  heaven 
and  on  earth !  Can  Love  Will  any  other  final  destiny,  than  one 
of  happiness  for  the  objects  of  its  regard  ?  The  fact  tnat  all  men 
were  created  by  the  Spirit  of  Love,  is  proof  positive,  that  that 
Spirit  saw  their  final  destiny  was  one  whicn  would  be  desirous^  glo- 
rious, and  happy.  God  fixed  their  final  welfare  safe  beyond  all 
hazard  before  he  ushered  them  into  existence.  Would  Love  create 
beings,  plainly  foreseeing  that  endless  evil  awaited  them  %  Would 
Love  voluntarily  put  into  hazard,  even  in  the  slightest  degree, 
the  everlasting  welfare  of  creatures  beloved  ?  Would  an  affec- 
tionate father  voluntarily  endanger  the  happiness  of  his  children, 
without  the  slightest  necessity  lor  it  ?  Mankind  having  all  been 
created  by  a  God  of  love,  it  is  a  self-evident  conclusion,  that  their 
final  happiness  is  as  certain  as  OMNIPOTflNCE  can  make  it ! 
As  certain  as  though  it  were  already  enjoyed  ! 

The  Love  which  God  bears  for  all,  will  in  due  time,  product 
returning  love  to  him,  in  all  hearts.    Love  is  irresistible !     Mar 
tin  Farquhar  Tupper,  the  celebrated  author  of  Proverbial  Philos 
ophy,  says — "  Love  is  the  weapon  which  Omnipotence  reserve* 
to  conquer  rebel  man,  when  all  the  rest  had  failed.    Reason  he 
parries ;  fear  he  answers,  blow  to  blow ;  future  interests^   he 
meets  with  present  pleasure.    But  LOVE,  that  Sun  against  whose 
melting  beams  winter  cannot  stand — that  soft,  subduing  slumber, 
which  wrestles  down  the  giant — there  is  not  one  human  creature 
in  a  million !  not  a  thofjisand  men  in  all  the  earth^s  huge  quintillion, 
whose  clay  heart  is  hardened  against  love ! "    Yea,  Itadd,  there 
is  not  one  human  soul  that  cannot  be  melted  by  it,  in  due  time ! 

4.  Whatever  Deity  purposes,  he  accomplishes,  ^*  The  Lord  of 
hosts  is  wonderful  in  counsel,  and  excellent  in  working.'' — (Isa* 
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xxviii.  29.)  "So  shall  my  word  be  that  goeth  forth  out  of  my 
mouth.  It  shall  not  return  unto  me  void ;  but  it  shall  accomplish 
that  which  I  please,  and  it  shall  prosper  in  the  thing  whereto  X 
sent  it." — (Isa.  \v.  11.)  "  He  doeth  according;  to  his  will  in  the 
army  of  heaven,  and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth ;  and 
none  can  stay  his  hand,  or  say  unto  him,  what  ^oest  thou  1"-— (Dan. 
iv.  35.)  "  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none  like  me  :  Dpclaring  the 
end  from  the  beginning,  and  from  ancient  times  the  things  that  are 
not  yet  done,  saying,  Mj  counsel  shall  stand,  and  I  wi)l  do  all 
my  pleasure.^' — (Isa.  xlvi.  9,  10.)  Infinite  Love  is  diametrically 
opposed  to  Infinite  Evil.  In  a  Universe  over  which  the  God  of 
Love  reigns.  Infinite  Evil  cannot  exist  through  any  cause  what- 
ever. To  insist  that  it  can,  is  virtually  to  contend  that  God  can 
trample  on  his  own  will  and  pleasure,  thwart  his  own  purposes 
and  contradict  his  own  nature.  The  sum  of  our  argument,  then, 
is  this — The  God  of  Love  created  all  mankind,  designing  to  secure 
their  final  and  endless  holiness  and  happiness.  He  doeth  his  will 
and  accomplisheth  all  his  purposes.  Hence  all  men  in  due  time, 
will  be  brought  into  a  condition  of  purity  and  bliss. 

To  avoid  the  conclusions  to  which  this  argument  brin^  us,  we 
must  wilfully  shut  our  eyes  to  all  the  light  of  Revelation,  and 
trample  the  God-like  faculty  of  Reason,  into  the  dust  beneath  our 
feet !  Evil  and  wretchedness  cannot  exist  a  moment  without  per- 
mission of  the  Most  High.  When  Grod  has  declared  that  he  is 
Love,  who  dare  charge  him  with  immortalizing  sin  and  evil! 
Who  dare  charge  such  a  being  with  creating  milEons  of  his  own 
o&pring,  clearly  foreseeing  that  they  would  roll  in  endless  ago- 
ny! If  my  brother  will  have  the  presumption  to  make  such  a 
charge,  as  he  virtually  does,  to  him  belongs  the  responsibility  of 
casting  infamy  and  imperfection  on  his  Creator  and  Father!  I  I 
thank  God  that  I  am  not  driven  to  so  dire  a  necessity  as  this,  to 
support  a  doctrine  absurd  and  monstrous  in  every  feature — that 
I  am  not  compelled  to  draw  a  veil  over  the  most  bright  and  beau- 
tiful characteristics  of  "  the  God  of  love,"  to  give  some  plausibil- 
ity to  aijruments  attributing  to  him  abominations  of  the  most  dark 
and  terrible  description  I  Most  grateful  am  t  that  a  doctrine  has, 
been  eiven  me,  to  support  whiSb,  my  legitimate  arguments  are 
to  be  drawn  from  the  most  valuable,  attractive,  and  glorious  char- 
acteristics and  perfections  of  Jehovah.  I  can  but  esteem  myself 
as  in  the  highest  degree  honored,  in  being  authorized  to  go  lorth 
among  my  lellow  men,  to  proclaim  the  beauty  of  God's  love — ^its 
boun£esness  and  eternity — and  bring  its  light  and  power  to  bear, 
in  turning  the  wicked  from  the  error  of  their  ways,  melting  the 
hardened  heart  into  contrition,  and  causing  the  incense  of  return- 
ing love,  to  ascend  to  Him  who  liveth,  aod  reigneth;  and  loveth  for* 
ever!  1  ITime  expirtd. 
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[MR»  HOLBfCS'  rOUHTH  REPLT.] 

I  would  be  obliged  to  the  gentleman  if  he  would  inform  me  where 
he  gets  the  quotation  he  read  from  Dr.  Pavson.  Dr.  Pstyson  was 
always  consistant  with  himself,  and  with  his  doctrinal  views,  and 
if  my  friend  had  read  on  a  little  farther,  the  Dr.  would  have  ex- 
plained himself,  and  shown  how  the  attributes  of  Grod  harmonize, 
in  the  exercise  of  divine  love,  in  his  distributive  administration,  to- 
wards the  wicked,  as  well  as  the  righteous.  Mr.  Austin  has 
quoted  so  much  as  suited  his  purpose,  and  no  more.  I  do  not 
mention  this  for  the  purpose  of  complaining  of  his  method  of  quo- 
ting the  writings  of  authors — though  I  shM  set  him  right,  before 
the  discussion  closes,  if  I  can  obtain  the  work  from  which  the  pas- 
sage was  taken.  On  the  whole,  I  think  my  friends  last  speech 
was  eloquent,  about  the  best  I  have  heard  from  him. 

When  I  come  to  speak  of  the  government  of  Grod,  it  will  be 
sufficiently  plain,  how  God's  love  arises,  is  exercised,  and  harmo* 
nizes,  with  the  decision  which  excludes  the  finally  incorrigable, 
from  the  kingdom  of  Heaven. 

I  wish  the  audience  to  observe,  that  my  opponent  frankly  ac- 
knowledges, he  cannot  tell  how  God's  paternal  jjovernraent  is  to 
bring  about  the  results  contended  for.  And  yet  he  wishes  you  to  trust 
your  dearest  interests  upon  it.  All  men  are  to  be  holy  and  hap- 
py because  God's  government  is  paternal,  and  yet  he  cannot  tell 
now  such  an  administration  is  to  produce  the  result.  He  wishes 
you  to  shut  your  eyes  to  all  difficulties  and  dangers,  and  trust  im- 
plicitly in  the  efficacy  of  a  blind  and  inexvlicaMe  proposition.  In 
another  place,  he  says,  all  we  know  of  Ine  operation  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  God,  as  a  Father,  is  learned  from  the  paternal  govern- 
ment on  earth — and  forthwith  he  takes  the  position,  that  what  a 
good  earthly  father  would  do  (having  sufficient  wisdom  and  pow- 
er) to  make  his  children  happy,  that  God  will  do  for  the  whole 
human  family.  Now  I  have  already  shown  you,  that  the  essen- 
tial elements  in  the  administration  of  God,  are  moral  law,  and 
moral  desert^  which  is  not  true  of  the  paternal  government  among 
men.  I  have  also  shown  you  the  utter  incongruity,  between 
what  God  doe$^  or  permit$j  in  his  moral  administration,  and  what 
a  good  earthly  father  tootUd  do,  for  the  good  of  his  children,  had 
he  infinite  wisdom  and  power,  and  nothing  that  my  friend  has 
yet  said,  has  in  the  least  removed  this  incongruity. 

The  gentleman  also  represents  me  (with  many  others)  as  teach- 
ing the  eternal  perdition  of  men,  for  mere  error  in  opinion.  But 
this  is  not  true  of  me — nor  do  I  believe  it  to  be  true  of  any  one. 
I  believe  Crod  deals  with  men  on  principles  of  equity — and  holds 
them  responsible  for  the  li^ht,  opportunity  and  power,  he  has 
given  them  to  know  and  do  his  will.  The  principles  of  his  mor- 
al government — ^the  constitution  he  has  given  man  under  that 
government,  the  degree  of  moral  light  and  ability  afibrded  his  sub- 
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jects — ^inast  all  harmonize,  in  measuring  out  the  results  of  human 
conduct.  If  any  of  God's  moral  subjects  are  under  the  influence 
of  error  in  opinion,  unless  that  error  be  wilfully  embraced,  and 
tenaciously  adhered  to  in  rejection  of  the  means  of  better  infor- 
mation— even  though  it  lead  to  error  in  practice,  yet  such  are 
not  esteemed  guilty  on  account  of  an  error  honestly  entertained, 
nor  held  moraUy  responsible  for  its  results.  St.  Paul  presents  my 
views  exactly,  when  he  says,  (Rom.  ii.  8) :  "  But  unto  them  that 
are  conlentious,  and  do  not  obey  the  truth,  but  obey  unrighteous- 
ness ;  (God  will  render)  indignation  and  wrath,  tribulation  and 
anguish,  upon  every  soul  of  man  that  doeth  evil ;  to  the  Jew  first» 
and  also  to  the  Gentile.^' 

My  friend  complains  of  the  manner  in  which  I  use  the  term 
evangelical,  I  have  not  applied  this  term  to  my  system  of  theology 
for  the  purpose  of  reflecting  upon  his  theory,  but  for  the  sake  of 
distinction.  But  since  he  has  referred  to  this  point,  I  will  not  con- 
ceal my  firm  belief,  that  the  term  as  applied  to  my  system  is  strict- 
ly correct,  while  it  would  be  a  misnomer,  if  applied  to  his. 

In  regard  to  the  definition  of  salvation,  once  more.  I  have 
contended  in  this  discussion,  that  there  is  no  way  in  which  God 
can  save  men  from  their  sins,  without  saving  them  from  the  pun- 
ishment due  their  sins.  Mr.  Austin  contends  there  is.  Now  nere 
is  a  wide  distinction.  To  sustain  his  view,  he  defines  salvation  to 
be,  the  saving  of  men  from  commission  of  sin.  The  obscurity 
of  this  definition,  is  of  itself  proof  of  the  necessity  of  something 
more  explicit.  I  want  to  know  whether  my  friend's  theory  makes 
it  necessary  that  men  should  be  saved  from  the  commission  of  sin 
in  this  life  ?  and  also  how  they  are  saved — whether  by  being 
brought  under  the  power  of  physical  death,  or  by  the  resurrection, 
whicn  will  be  a  physical  event.  Or  finally,  is  this  salvation  to 
be  effected  by  the  gospel  ?  If  so,  does  the  saving  power  of  the  gos- 
pel extend  to  anomer  world,  or  is  it  confined  to  this  world  1  If  it 
>e  confined  to  this  world,'  how  are  those  to  be  saved  who  reject 
the  gospel  and  die  without  salvation  ?  If  it  extends  to  another 
world,  by  what  agency  is  it  to  be  preached  there,  and  brought  to 
bear  on  the  moral  condition  of  the  sinner  ?  Now  as  the  gentle- 
man wishes  us  to  believe  that  all  men  will  be  saved  finally,  he 
is  bound  to  give  us  explicit  information  on  these  points.  He  may 
evade  the  issue  if  he  pleases — but  I  shall  continue  to  press  upon 
his  attention,  these  important  Questions. 

One  word  more  in  regard  to  Mr.  Austin's  illustration  of  the  ort- 

final  condition  and  present  and  future  progression  of  man,  by  the 
^ure  of  the  tree.  My  objection  to  this  was,  and  is,  that  on  his 
principles,  there  is  no  analogy  between  the  illustration  and  the 
subject  illustrated.  He  makes  the  human  race  commence  their 
original  existence  in  a  state  of  moral  imperfection ;  and  their  im- 
provement, is  npt  the  expansion  of  element  and  poweiSi  already 
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perfect  in  their  nature,  bat  deliverence  from  that  state  into  which 
Gkxl  subjected  them,  *^  not  willinffl^r."  But  the  tree  is  created  in  a 
state  of  physical  perfection  :  ana  its  improvement  is  not  deliver- 
ance from  original  rottenness^  imposed  on  it  by  its  Creator,  but  an 
expansion  of  the  perfect  elements  if  its  perfect  constitution.  There 
is  all  this  difference  between  the  subject  and  the  illustration  ]  hence 
I  said  to  make  the  figure  applicable  to  the  subject,  he  should  find 
a  tree  created  in  a  state  of  rottenness :  but  as  God  never  created  a 
rotten  tree,  the  illustration,  so  far  from  explaining — really  con- 
tradicts his  theory.  I  deny  most  positively,  and  emphatically, 
that  the  Bible  any  where  teaches  that  man  was  orifl^nally  created 
is  an  imperfect,  state  or  in  a  state  of  unavoidable  subjection  to  van- 
t^,  or  ain  and  misery.  The  physical,  intellectual,  and  moral  consti- 
tuti<m  of  man  were  originally  free  from  defect^  they  were  only 
imperfect  in  a  sense  that  admits  of  the  expansion  of  Uiose  powers, 
already  existing  in  a  state  of,  physical  mental  and  maral  perfec- 
tion. The  idea  that  God  subjected  man  to  a  condition  of  sin  and 
misery,  against  his  will^  is  monstrous — and  comes  directSy  in 
the  lace  oif  the  gentleman's  brilliant  descriptions  of  the  love  of 
God. 

Thofugh  I  hare  already  remarked  incidentally  on  Mr.  Austin^s 
argument  from  the  lore  of  God,  yet  I  will  now  give  it  a  more 
particular  consideration,  fle  has  taken  great  pains  to  frame  this 
argument  so  as  to  cover  its  weak  points,  and  produce  the  best 
possible  impression,  but  by  the  aid  of  scripture,  and  a  little  com- 
mon sense  logic,  we  shall  be  able  to  dissect  it  and  expose  its  fal- 
lacies. 

1.  Love  is  not  an  attribute,  hut  an  emotion  of  the  mind :  hence 
like  other  emotions,  such  as  fear  and  hatred,  it  has  no  indepen- 
dent existence — ^is  not  an  essential  element  of  nature,  depends  in 
its  exercise  upon  external  circumstances,  and  must  vary  in  its 
character,  accoffding  to  the  nature  of  the  object  which  calls  it 
forth,  it  is  not  s^e  to  build  an  ar^ment,  in  so  grave  a  case  as 
this,  upon  a  mere  emotion  or  affection  of  the  divine  mind,  con- 
sidered absiraetly  from  Uie  principles  of  his  government,  and  the 
harmonious  exercise  of  his  attributes. 

2.  As  God  is  the  first  source  of  all  science,  hence  the  principles 
of  moral  philosophy  have  their  foundation  in  the  divine  charac- 
ter. But  on  these  principles,  that  which  is  loved  by  a  holy  be- 
ing, must  be  lovely  in  itself,  mtist  have  some  quality  adapted  to 
aSi  forth  love,  and  must  be  morally  assimilated  to  the  character 
of  the  being  who  loves.  This  is  certainly  true  of  the  love  of  ap- 
probation or  complacency.  There  may  be  love  of  pity,  or  com- 
passion, without  complacency,  and  it  was  in  this  sense  that  ^*God 
BO  \ored.  the  worid,"  as  to  make  provimon  for  their  salvation. 
But  only  that  which  is  morally  lovely,  can  he  love  with  the  love 
of  approbation  and  delight. 
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Sftinta  arfl  lorelf  in  hit  ni^t, 

He  Tiews  his  children  with  delight, 

He  sees  their  hopes,  he  knows  their  fears, 

He  looks  and  loves  his  imagt  there. 

An  argument  from  the  love  of  Grod,  for  the  salvation  of  such 
as  acquire  holiness  of  character,  and  trust  in  him  by  a  course  of 
obedience,  would  be  sound ;  but  a  conclusion  from  such  a  pre- 
mise, embracing  the  unconditional  salvation  of  all  men,  without 
distinction,  and  regardless  of  that  moral  character  acquired  by 
holy  obedience,  would  violate  the  rules  of  sound  logic,  and  the 
principles  of  nuyral  philosophy, 

3.  That  God  ^^can  do  nothing  but  love,''  is  not  true,  because 
it  contradicts  the  scriptures.  Dr.  Payeon,  from  whom  this  lan- 
guage is  taken,  never  intended  to  use  it  in  an  unqualified  sense  ; 
or,  if  he  did,  it  would  make  no  difference,  since  it  is  flatlv  opposed 
to  the  word  of  (xod.  God  is  said  to  be  displeased  with  sin,  and 
to  be  "  angry  with  the  sinner  every  day."  I  admit  there  is  no- 
thing in  the  nature  of  God  which  answers  to  revengeful  feeling, 
such  as  man  in  hid  condition  of  depravity,  exhibits  towards  his 
fellow-men,  yet  it  is  a  feeling  of  opposition  and  disaporobatioa 
towards  those  who  transgress  his  holy  law.  My  friend  wiU  not 
dispute  that  the  Bible  abounds  in  expressions  that  cannot  be  ex- 
plained in  any  other  way,  than  on  supposition  that  there  is  in  the 
mind  of  God,  a  feeling  of  disapprobation— of  displeasure — a  holy 
indignation  a^inst  those  who  love  depravity  and  practice  sin. 
What  did  Isaiah  allude  to,  but  this,  when  he  said,  *'  O  Lord  I 
will  praise  thee :  though  thou  wast  angry  with  me,  thine  anger 
is  turned  awa^r,  and  thou  comfortest  me."— (xii.  1.) 

It  is  also  said  in  the  scriptures,  just  as  specifically  and  emphatic 
eally^  just  as  unqualifiedly,  and  ahsdutdy',  "  God  is  a  consuming 
fire,"  as  it  is  that  ne  ^'is  love."  And  the  same  logic  that  would 
prove  the  salvation  of  all  men  from  the  latter  passage,  would 
prove  the  damnation  of  all  men  from  the /orm«r.  It  is  also  said, 
"  it  is  a  fearful  thing  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  living  Grod  "^ — 
(Heb.  X.  31 ;  xii.  29.)  If  these  passages  and  their  context,  do  not 
prove  that  God  exercises  a  feeling  towards  those  who  are  conten" 
tious  and  do  not  obey  the  truth,"  Tbr  different  from  that  which  he 
possesses  towards  his  loving  and  obedient  children,  I  am  wholly 
at  a  loss  to  understand  the  meaning  of  language,  or  the  force  of 
terms.  Observe. — I  do  not  believe  uiat  this  language  :  "  Our  God 
is  a  consuming  fire,"  is  to  be  taken  in  an  absolute  and  unquali- 
fied sense.  Nor  do  I  believe,  the  language,  **€rod  is  love,"  is  to 
he  so  understood.  Both  these  passages,  and  all  others  represen- 
ted in  their  character  by  these,  are  to  be  explained  in  their  spe- 
cific bearings  and  application,  by  the  attributes  of  God,  by  the 
nature  of  his  government,  and  by  the  relations  and  responsibility 
of  man. 

4.  Tha\  God  can  do  "nothing  but  love,"  is  contradicted  by  the 
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Voice  of  nature.  Get  some  commanding  eminence,  and  look  out 
upon  God^s  uniyerse.  If  we  had  no  voice  announcing  from  hie 
"word,  ^*6od  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his  only  begotten 
6on,  that  whosoever  believeth  on  him  mignt  not  peirish,  but  have 
everlasting  life,"  what  conclusion  should  we  draw  from  the  facts 
exhibited  m  nature  ?  What  conclusion  have  the  heathen  come 
to?  Their  consciences  tell  them  they  are  guilty — and  nature 
proclaims  God  an  avenger  of  guilt — a  being  <3  tekrible  majss- 
TT.    I  know  nature  gives  many  indications  of  the  wisdom  and 

goodness  of  Grod.  The  flowerft  exhibit  their  beauty*  and  emit 
leir  fragrance,  grateful  to  the  sense  of  man.  The  gprass  is  green 
— the  rain  of  heaven  descends  upon  the  just  and  upon  the  unjust. 
The  birds  sing  sweetly,  the  sun  shines  brightly;  and  when  his 
disc  is  hid : 

**  Thm  moon  awakes,  and  with  her  yirgin  ttarf, 
Wallu  in  the  heaTene,  conTersing  as  the  walks, 
Of  parity,  of  holiness,  and  God.'* 

But  then  there  is  another  side  to  this  picture.  There  are  moan- 
ing winds,  and  blighting  frosts,  and  winter  blasts.  There  are 
storms  as  well  as  sunshine.  There  are  times  when  nature  groans, 
and  seems  to  die,  while 

**  God  and  anfek  com*  to  lay  h«r  in  the  tomb." 

What  means  the  pestilence  which  "  walketh  in  darkness,"  and 
the  *^ destruction  which  wasteth  at  noonday."  What  means  that 
dreadful  scourge  the  cholera,  which  with  fearful  visage,  marches 
on — and  on — and  onward  still,  with  giant  tread,  from  continent 
to  continent,  interrupting  the  relations  of  life,  and  devouring  its 
thousands  at  a  meal  %  What  means  the  sweeping  tornado  wnich 
speeds  its  furious  course,  spreading  destruction  of  property  and 
life  wherever  it  comes,  and  then  turning  into  calm  and  sunshine, 
as  if  to  mock  the  joys  and  hopes  of  men,  it  looks,  and 

^*  smiles,  at  the  ruin  it  has  wrought" 

What  means  the  inward  rumbling,  trembling,  upheaving  oi 
the  quaking  earth— the  burning  lava  which  rushes  down  the 
mountain  side,  consuming  everjr  g^een  thing,  and  overwhelming 
villages,  cities;  and  their  inhabitants  in  one  common  and  dread- 
ful destruction.  To  these  examnles  of  God's  severity  we  might 
add  the  drowning  of  the  old  world,  and  the  many  other  marks  of 
terrible  vengeance  which  Grod  has  executed  upon  the  nations  of 
the  earth.  Can  God  "do  nothing  but  love  1"  If  nature  speaks 
of  Grod's  love,  it  also  speaks  oimnseverittj  ojid  justice.  From 
the  foregoing  facts,  it  must  be  evident,  that  if  hope  prevails  over 
fear  and  despair,  it  will  be  because  of  the  ^cious  assurance  of 
revelation.  The  Bible  assures  us  there  is  a  disposition  in  the 
mind  of  €rod  to  foreive  sin,  and  that  he  that  coufesseth  and  for- 
paketh  his  ains  ihalf  find  mercy.    But  neither  Revelation  nor  na^ 
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tore  gJTes  anj  pledge  tint  Ae  lore  of  Ood,  will,  by  its  own  oftt- 
mduU  infliieiioe,  effect  the  unconditional  univtnal  moation  <tf  aU 
mefh, 

5.  The  argument  from  the  lore  of  God  refutes  itself.    The 

Sntleman  reasons  thus : — *^  God  is  love,"  therefore  all  men  wiU 
finally  holy  and  happy.  My  reply  is  **  God  if  love,"  diere- 
fore  all  men  are  noto  holy  and  happy.  This  latter  conclusion  is 
false — ^no  one  disputes  tnis,  hence  the  presumption  is,  that  the 
other  is  f^se  also.  If  holiness  and  happiness  are  the  absolnte 
productions  of  divine  love,  why*  do  they  not  tiov  exist  with  res- 
pect to  the  whole  human  race  f  God's  lore  is  as  stronf  now  as 
It  ever  will  be — ^it  will  possess  no  elements  or  influence  hereafter 
beyond  what  it  possesses  nowj  but  it  does  not  now  produce  hu- 
man holiness  and  happiness,  how  then  is  it  to  efiect  this  object 
hereafter.  It  has  been  as  true  for  six  Hiousand  years  past,  that 
**  God  is  love,^  as  it  is  notr,  and  yet  the  world  has  abounded  with 
depravity  and  misery  during  the  whole  period.  Now,  if  the  love 
of  God  acts  upon  human  character  and  condition  absolutely,  irres- 
pective of  human  agencr  or  the  principles  of  moral  government, 
why  has  it  not  removed  degradation  and  misery  from  the  Uni- 
verse %  It  has  not  done  so,  out  on  the  contrary,  thousands  have 
become  more  and  more  depraved  and  wretched  the  longer  they 
lived !  The  conclusion  is  unavoidable,  that  the  argument  is  er- 
roneous ;  for  that  which  has  not  product  holiness  and  happiness 
in  the  ages  that  are  passed,  and  is  inefficacious  to  effect  it  now^ 
can  be  no  sufficient  security  for  holiness  and  happiness  in  the  far- 
tur$. 

6.  Mr.  Austin  argues  again  from  the  love  of  Crod,  in  substance 
as  follows:  £ndless  misery  is  an  evil.  If  men  are  finally  mis- 
erable, God  will  make  them  so  ',  but  this  he  cannot  do,  because 
he  cannot  be  the  author  of  evil :  therefore  all  men  wHl  be  finally 
holy  and  happy.  Here  is  another  specimen  of  the  gentleman's 
slip-shod  logic.  I  am  sometimes  really  at  a  loss  to  determine 
whether  my  friend  intends  to  deceive  the  audience,  or  whether  he 
lacks  the  diseemment  necessary  to  detect  the  fallacies  of  his  own 
argument,  and  is,  dierefore,  htmsflf  decmved.  In  the  process  by 
which  he  arrives  at  the  above  deduction,  there  are  a  number  of 
mere  assumptions.  First,  he  assumes  that  endless  unhappiness 
is  morally  wrong,  for  this  is  the  sense  in  which  I  uaderstocKl  him 
to  use  the  term  evU,  But  this  depends  upon  principles  and  facts 
which  are  yet  to  be  settled.  In  saying  that  the  final  perdition  of 
the  ungodly  is  morally  wrong,  he  assumes  the  very  point  in  de- 
bate— begs  the  question,  and  then  draws  his  conclusion  so  as  to 
harmonize  with  his  theory.  Secondly,  he  assumes  that  the  mo- 
ral character  of  punishment  arises  out  of  its  duration,  whereas, 
the  nature  and  fitness  of  the  punishment,  does  not  depend  upon 
its  duration,  but  on  the  turpitude  of  the  crime,  and  moral  desert 
of  .the  puniiJied.    Whether  the  punisbment  be  for  a  long  or  short 
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period,  doe0  not  change  ite  moral  diamder.  7%ird :  he  t 
that  God  make$  the  aimier  miaerahle.  Let  us  snppoee  for  the  sake 
of  the  argument,  that  this  is  true.  The  same  logic  that  would 
prore  it  wrong  to  make  the  sinner  miserahle  forerer,  would  also 
proTe  it  wrong  to  make  him  miserable,  or  oua$um  his  unhappi- 
ness  for  a  limited  period.  For  we  have  already  seen  that  tne 
moral  character  of  punishment  is  not  deteraiined  by  f7i«r#  dura- 
tion. But  it  is  not  true  that  God  occasions  the  misery  of  sinful ' 
men  ;  they  cause  their  own  misery  by  assuming  such  an  attitude 
to  the  law  and  government  si  Grod,  as  to  make  their  own  unhap- 
piness  a  fuUurtu  and  necessary  consequence ;  and  continuing  this 
attidude  of  hostility  and  rebellion  in  utter  rejection  of  the  terms 
of  reconciliation,  iheu  alone  are  responsible  for  the  consequence 
to  themselves,  though  it  be  endless  perdition.  I  will  tlose  my 
reply  to  the  argument  from  the  love  oi  God,  by  a  remark  or  two 
'  on  the  divine  paternity. 

Mr.  Austin  has  urged  repeatedly,  that  what  a  good  father 
would  do,  he  having  sufficient  wisdom  and  power,  that  God  will 
do  for  the  whole  family  of  man.  But  the  common  sense  of  every 
father  here,  teaches  him,  that  if  he  had  the  power  and  wisdom 
requisite  to  reform  his  children,  and  make  them  virtuous  and 
happy  without  punishment^  he  would  do  it  without  delay.  Does 
not  my  friend  see  the  conclusion  to  which  his  course  of  reasoning 
conducts  him?  He  virtually  takes  the  ground,  that  Grod  has 
neither  wisdom  nor  power  to  bring  men  to  neaven  and  happiness, 
without  first  making  them  sinful  and  miserable.  Carry  out  the  prin- 
ciple, and  where  will  it  lead  to  '^  Men  must  become  drunkards 
before  they  can  become  temperate  and  sober — ^knaves  before  they 
can  be  honest  men — and  liars  before  they  can  learn  to  speak  the 
truth.  For  heaven's  sake  my  friend,  renounce  your  theory,  or  in- 
vent some  better  way  to  support  it. 

I  trust  I  have  now  given  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  much  lau- 
ded argument  from  the  love  of  God.  I  have  shown  its  defectior 
in  no  less  than  six  particulars*  each  of  which  destroys  its  validit; 
and  vitiates  the  conclusion  sought  to  be  drawn  from  it.  Let  Mi 
Austin  overthrow  either  of  my  positions  if  he  can.  I  invite  hii 
to  the  trial.  And  let  him  not  seek  to  mistify  the  subject  by  flour 
ishes,  but  in  a  fair  and  manly  way,  take  1h^  of  the  ndud  prin 
ciple  and  remove  it 

i  will  now  introduce  my  $ec<ynd  nef^ive  argument.  Universal- 
ism  makes  God  the  author  of  all  the  sm  in  the  universe.  This  fol- 
lows as  a  legitimate,  and  indeed,  unavoidable  corollary,  from  a 
number  of  the  positions  already  taken  by  Mr.  Austin  in  this  dis- 
cussion. Besides,  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  system  lead 
to  the  same  conclusion.  We  have  already  seen  that  it  makes  sin 
proceed  from  the  physical  constitution  or  bodily  portion  of  our  na- 
ture. The  leading  writers  of  Universalism  would  not  take  ground 
so  ofiensive  to  common  sense,  were  it  not  necessary  to  support  a 
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theory  eqaally  absurd  and  untemble.  Mr.  Austin  has,  indeed, 
expluned  this  notion,  by  saying  '*  sin  arises  from  the  promptings 
of  the  body.**  But  this  amounts  to  the  ssune  thing — it  makes  the 
bodvt  he^r«t,  and  efficient  cause  of  sin ;  that  is,  mere  matter,  in  itself 
perfectly  tfiert  and  unintelligent,  is  the  efficient  cause  of  moral  acts, 
and  consequently,  the  subject  of  moral  guilt.  With  this  Tiew  the 
ffent]eman*s  own  declaration  in  the  Expositor  fully  ames.  Sin,  says 
he,  **  proceeds  from  the  animal  or  bodily  portion  of  our  nature,  as 
it  exists  in  this  life,  and  not  from  the  mmd,  spirit  or  soul.**  Now 
as  God  gave  man  his  physical  constitution,  it  follows,  if  it  prompt 
to  sin,  as  Mr.  Austin  teaches — or  if  sin  be  the  necessary  result  of 
physical  organization,  as  Ballou  teaches,  nothing  can  be  more  clear 
than  that  God  is  the  intelligent  and  desinging  Author  of  sin.  It  is 
in  this  sense  that  we  are  to  understand  the  gentleman  when  he  says 
Crod  *'  subjected  the  human  race  to  vanity,  not  willingly :"  he  im- 
posed on  them  the  necessity  of  becoming  sinners.  In  his  argument 
with  Mr.  Parks,  Mr.  Austin  took  the  ground,  that  God  created 
man  in  an  imperfect  and  impure  state. 

Mr.  Austin. — ^That  was  not  my  ground. 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^Well,  he  takes  that  ground  here,  whether  he 
did  there  or  not,  and  this  is  sufficient  for  my  present  purpose. 
He  has  told  us  that  man's  physical  constitution  prompts  to  sin  : 
but  that  which  prompts  to  sin,  must  itself  be  impure — hence,  as 
God  gare  man  tnis  constitution  originally,  he  created  him  in  an 
imperfect  and  impure  state.  Mr.  Sallou  reaches  the  same  con- 
clusion by  a  process  somewhat  different.  He  tells  us  that  to  be 
made  subject  to  vanity,  is  to  be  made  subject  to  sin,  and  to  be 
subject  to  sin  is  to  have  an  imperfect  constitution,  one  that  leads 
to  stn,  and  that  God  gave  man  such  a  constitution.  He  farther 
says,  (on  Atonement  p.  31,)  natural  evil  is  the  necessary  result  of 
physical  organization,  and  moral  evU  flows  from  natural  evil.  In 
this  chain  of  reasoning,  there  are  three  links  instead  of  two,  yet 
the  conclusion  is  precisely  the  same— God  is  the  author  of  sin. 
Again,  to  make  this  more  plain  and  emphatic,  he  remarks,  in  his 
lecture  on  Rom.  viii.  20  :  *'  The  opinion  that  man  was  consti- 
tuted in  flesh  and  blood,  a  perfectly  holy  being,  but  was  made 
*  subject  to  vanity  by  «n,'  is  contrary  to  the  text,  and  to  the  dic- 
tates of  common  sense."  Nor  is  this  all ;  this  same  writer  (on 
Atonement,  page  17,  23,  36,)  treats  the  subject  in  a  metaphysical 
way.  He  is  not  so  fearful  of  deep  water  as  my  friend  here  seems  to 
be.  He  remarks,  **  if  by  real  evu^  (or  sin)he  meant  something  that 
ought  not  to  be,  in  respect  to  all  the  consequences  that  attend  it, 
I  cannot  admit  of  its  existence.''^    He  makes  everything  that  takes 

S'ace,  come  to  pass  according  to  the  intention  of  Deity ;  hence 
e  following :  "  If  God  possesses  infinite  wisdom,  he  could  never 
intend  anvthine  to  take  place  or  be,  that  will  not  take  place  or 
be,  nor  that  vrhich  is,  or  will  be,  not  to  be  at  the  time  when  it 
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is.''    That  is,  Grod  intended  eyery  thing  Bhoold  be  just  as  it  is, 
and  when  it  is. 

The  same  blasphemous  doctrine  is  taught  by  Mr.  A.  C.  Thom- 
as. And  let  it  be  remembered,  that  Mr.  Thomas  is  one  of  the 
most  distinguished  and  popular  preachers  of  Universalism  on  the 
continent.  In  the  judgment  of  Universalists,  he  remarks,  (disc, 
with  Dr.  Ely,)  *'  man  is  a  moral  agent.  Nevertheless,  he  says,  we 
hold  that  he  who  gave,  has  power  to  impart  to  the  agency  of  man, 
such  impulses,  and  to  his  will  such  a  direction,  as  innnite  benevo- 
lence may  prompt."  Now  the  plain  import  of  this  is,  that  man  is 
a  moral  agent,  yet  no  otherwise  a  moral  agent,  than  as  he  acts 
under  divine  impulses,  imparted  to  his  agency  to  give  to  his  will 
a  specific  direction.  Hence,  all  his  acts  are  according  to  the  will 
of  Ged.  No  wonder  that  Ballou  should  say,  **  God  had  no  more 
occasion  to  be  displeased  with  Adam  after  he  sinned,  than  before 
he  made  him,"  since  he  was  but  acting  in  obedience  to  that  im- 
pulse imparted  to  his  agency  to  give  direction  to  his  will ;  and 
was,  Mr.  Thomas  being  jud^e,  carrying  out  the  benevolent  inten- 
Hon  of  his  Maker.  True,  friend  fiallou,  God  had  no  occasion  for 
displeasure  towards  Adam,  nor  for  the  punishment  he  threatened, 
nor  for  excluding  him  from  paiadise  when  **  he  drove  out  the  man.** 
No,  nor  had  he  any  occasion  for  displeasure  towards  the  Antedi- 
luvians, or  Sodomites,  who  all  fulfilled  the  intention  of  God,  by 
obeying  those  impulses  imparted  to  their  agency  to  give  direction 
to  their  will ! ! ! ! ! ! 

Such,  also,  is  the  doctrine  of  Mr.  Rogers,  in  his  work  denomi- 
nated, "  Pro  and  Con.  of  Universalism."  Mr.  Pingree,  in  his  dis- 
cussion with  Mr.  Rice,  took  the  same  ground.  I  have  been  thus 
particular  in  citing  authorities,  that  I  misht  not  be  charged  with 
misrepresentation.  It  is  the  doctrine  of  Universalism,  according 
to  these  writers,  that  God  is  the  Author  of  all  the  sin  in  the  uni- 
verse— by  open  avowal  and  unavoidable  consequence  from  their 
premises,  God  intended,  and  visited  the  human  mind  with  the  im- 
pulses necessary  to  produce  everything  just  as  it  is  and  has  been. 
Now  look  at  the  absurdities  into  which  this  blasphemous  idea 
plunges  Universalism. 

1.  fiy  making  God,  in  intention,  jmrpose  and  impulse,  the  effi- 
cient author  of  sin.  It  robs  him  of  his  holiness  and  contradicts  his 
word,  which  declares  most  emphatically,  that  God  hcUes  sin,  and 
is  of  purer  eyes  than  to  behold  iniquity. 

2.  Universalism  charges  folly  and  inconsistency  upon  Almighty 
God.  This  it  does  by  representing  that  he  has  given  man  a  con- 
stitution, designedly  so  imperfect  and  sinful  in  its  tendencies,  as  to 
subject  him,  necessarily^  to  the  commission  of  sin ;  and  that,  notwith- 
standing this,  he  proceeds  gravely  to  enact  a  law  a^nst  sin,  that 
is,  he  places  man  in  circumstances  where  he  must  sin,  and  cannot 
avoid  It,  and  then,  forsooth,  forbids  sin,  and  threatens  punishment 
if  ht  is  not  obeyed. 
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3.  Universal  ism,  according  to  the  views  above  set  forth,  repre- 
sents God  as  the  basest  of  alt  hypocrites.  He  has  forbidden  all  sin, 
of  every  kind  and  degree,  at  all  times,  and  nnder  every  circum- 
stance in  life.  He  has  enjoined  upon  all  men,  the  practice  of  every 
virtue ;  and  yet  he  has  purposely  so  fixed  the  constitution  and  re- 
lations of  men,  that  they  cannot,  if  they  would,  do  otherwise  than 
sin.  He  has  declared  to  his  intelligent  universe  that  sin  is  the 
abominable  thing  which  he  hates,  and  yet  he  has  provided  for  its 
introduction,  purposes,  designs  that  nren  shall  commit  it,  and  to 
make  this  resuit  sure,  imparts  such  impuiaes  as  are  necessary  to  the 
end  proposed.  He  declares  to  his  subjects  that  sin  is  destroying 
them,  that  it  is  the  bane  of  iheir  felicity — and  yet  he  has  create<l 
them  in  a  state  of  subjection  to  sin  and  its  consequences,  out  of  a 
pure  and  benevolent  desire  to  promote  their  happiness.  He  de- 
clares he  has  **  no  pleasure  in  the  death  of  him  that  dieth  ;'^  his 
benevolent  soul  is  pained,  when,  in  the  administration  of  justice, 
he  is  obliged  to  punish  the  sinner,  and  yet  he  has  made  him  an  im- 
perfect being,  and  visits  his  mind  with  sinful  impulses,  to  the  end 
that  he  may  commit  sin,  and  be  the  subject  of  punishment.  What 
consummate  hypocrisy ! 

4.  On  the  principles  above  set  forth,  God  is  cruel  and  unjust, 
inasmuch  as  he  punishes  men  for  doing  his  will  He  is  the  author 
of  man,  the  author  of  sin,  and  the  author  of  punishment;  he  for- 
bids sin,  wills  sin,  and  punishes  sin — and  instead  of  beinic  the 
fountain  of  goodness  and  justice,  he  is  the  fountain  of  evil,  and 
the  highest  example  of  injustice  in  the  universe. 

From  all  whicb,  I  present  for  the  consideration  of  my  friend, 
a  dilemrna  with  three  horns^  one  of  which  he  must  take,  and  it  is 
perfectly  immaterial  to  me  which  he  shall  select,  on  whicb  to  hang 
up  his  theory.  1.  God  gives  a./afse  account  of  himself  in  the  Bi- 
ble, and  is  basely  hypocritical  in  his  administration;  or,  2.  The 
Bible  gives  a  false  view  of  the  character  and  government  of  God, 
and  is  therefore  not  a  divine  revelation  ;  or,  3.  Universalism  gives 
fi  false  view  of  the  Bible  and  its  glorious  Author,  and  is,  therefore, 
itself  utterly  false,  and  highly  blasphemous  in  its  character. 

Let  me  solemnly  ask  this  respectable  audience,  if  they  are  will- 
ing to  risk  their  salvation  on  such  a  system .'  In  the  name  of 
heaven,  make  a  better  selection.— [TiOTe  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  Fin  H  SPEECH.] 

Brother  Moderators:— AWow  me  in  the  first  place,  to  notice  El- 
der Holmes*  second  Negative  Argument,  viz.  That  JJoiversalism 
makes  God  the  author  of  all  pin  m  the  rnivert^e.  The  audience 
will  remember  that  his  first  Negative  Argument  was  that  Univer- 
salism  denied  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  moral  evil.  I  have  to  sug- 
gest that  these  two  objections  clash  with  each  other.    The  &nt 
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asserting  that  Unirerealism  denies  there  is  really  any  sin  at  all; 
an]  the  secoa  I  charging  it  with  making  God  the  author  of  all  sin  ff 
The  one  of  these  objections  annihilates  the  other.  .This  will  not 
do,  El  ler !  It  ij*  a  poor  an  J  unpromising  beginning,  to  overthrow 
one's  own  argun -nts  at  the  first  go  off.  If  my  friend*s  remaining 
batteries  are  not  aimed  better  than  these,  he  will  waste  his  ammu- 
niiion  for  nothing ! 

I  have  already  shown  that  ITniversalism  does  not  deny  the  exis- 
tence of  sin.  The  charge  that  it  makes  God  the  author  of  sin,  is 
equally  groundless  Our  position  on  this  point,  is  simply  this : 
That  the  Creator  has  been  pleased  for  good  reasons  already  ex- 
plained, to  cause  the  endless  existence  he  has  conferred  on  men,  to 
comTience  in  a  world  where  they  are  exposed  to  evil,  temptation  and 
sin !  He  does  not  compel  them  to  sin  ;  but  has  given  them  power 
to  withstand  every  temptation.  When,  however,  they  fail  to  ex- 
erci.^  their  self-control,  and  g}ve  way  to  improper  promptings,  they 
sin,  anl  jmbject  themselves  to  {ust  punishment:  Who  so  blind  as 
not  to  see,  or  so  uncandid  as  not  to  acknowled^,  that  this  cannot 
in  any  proper  sense,  be'  construed  as  attributing  the  authorship 
of  sin  to  the  Creator!  His  quotations  from  the  writings  of  Bullou 
and  Thomas,  when  received  in  the  light  which  the  authors  inten- 
ded, fall  entirely  short  of  sustaining  his  chari^e.  The  views  enter- 
tained by  Universalists  in  regard  to  sin,  are  fully  sustained  bv  the 
scriptures,  as  already  shown.  And  I  would  suggest  to  friend 
Holmss,  that  if  he  wishes  to  run  a  tilt  against  the  Bible,  he  can  do 
so.  But  I  desire  the  audience  and  the  public  to  understand,  that 
allowing  all  he  says  on  this  subject,  it  does  not  militate  in  the  least, 
against  the  affirmative  of  the  question  now  before  U9. 

He  struggles  hrird  to  overthrow  my  position,  that  if  a  state  of  i 
tbin^  exists  in  this  life,  against  the  desire^  and  irt//,  and  purpose^ 
of  GoJ,  then  a  similar,  or  even  ivorse  state  of  things,  may  exist 
hereafter  and  forever,  against  his  desire,  will  and  purpose.  He 
knows  this  well  grounded  deduction  is  fatal  to  all  the  objections 
he  has  brought  or  can  bring,  against  my  course  of  reasoning.  How 
does  he  attempt  to  parry  its  force  ?  In  a  way  that  is  certainly  ori- 
ginal. He  takes  the  ground  that  a  state  of  things  which  exists  in 
accordance  with  the  purpose  and  will  of  God  here,  may  exist  in 
in  accordance  with  his  purpose  and  will  hereafter  and  forever. 
Hence  if  man*s  exposure  to  sin  in  this  life,  is  in  accordance  with 
GoJ's  purpose  and  will,  then  it  may  be  in  accordance  with  his  pur- 
pose and  will  that  man  should  be  exposed  to  sin  hereafter  and  for- 
ever ! !  Is  this  his  logic — his  deep  water  ?  Is  there  no  difference 
between  a  state  of  things  which  exists  in  opposition  to  God*s  will 
and  purpose — in  spite  of  his  intention  and  power — and  a  state 
which  AOBEES  with  his  will  and  purpose?  If  an  exposure  to  sin 
and  evil  in  this  life,  is  in  opposition  to  God's  will  and  purpose,  as 
my  opponent  and  ail  his  school  maintain,  then  it  is  because  he 
MUd  aot  balp  it»  and  had  no  ability  to  pravaat  it    Htncatht  aia 
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and  eyil — th«  imsfortoDe  and  |>am — ^which  afflict  the  so-called 
righteous  and  Evangelical,  in  this  life,  in  opposition  to  €rod*8  will 
and  purpose,  may  afflict  them  hereafter  and  forever,  against  his 
will  and  purpose !  If  he  could  not  prevent  their  being  thus  afflicted 
DOW,  he  may  never  be  able  to  prevent  it  hereafter  ?  But  it  is  to- 
tally different  when  we  speak  of  things  which  agree  with  God's 
will  and  purpose.  A  state  of  things  tnat  exists  solely  by  God's 
permission,  must  be  entirely  under  his  control,  and  can  endure  lon- 
ger or  shorter,  only  as  he  allows.  Because  God  permits  for  wise 
purposes,  a  certain  condition  of  affairs  at  one  time,  it  is  no  evidence 
he  will  allow,  much  less  compel,  the  same  to  exist  at  another  time 
and  forever !  He  permitted  wicked  men  to  persecute  Christ  and 
his  Apostles,  in  this  life.  Does  this  prove  he  will  allow  them  to 
be  persecuted  in  the  next  life  and  forever  ?  According  to  the  logic 
of  Elder  Holmes  it  does.  But  in  this,  he  is  unfortunately  at  war 
with  common  sense.  So,  because  God  permits  men  to  be  exposed 
to  sin  and  evil  in  this  world,  it  is  no  proof  he  will  permit,  much 
less  compel  them,  to  be  exposed  to  these  things  hereafter  imd  for- 
ever !  Man's  subjection  to  imperfection  in  this  existence,  was  for 
a  definite  purpose — a  purpose  characterized  by  wisdom  and  Red- 
ness. Wnen  this  purpose  is  accomplished,  as  it  ultimately  will  be- 
as  certainly  as  that  God  is  a  perfect  being,  then  he  will  cause  this 
subjection  to  cease ! 

My  friend  says  he  is  not  a  Calvimist.  I  am  happy  to  hear  it 
There  are  quite  few  in  our  days,  who  are  willing  to  admit  the  folly 
of  Calvinism.  Poor  John  Calvin  has  absolutely  been  turned  out 
of  doors  by  his  own  spiritual  children.  They  will  not  even  ac- 
knowledge him  as  a  father.  At  least  they  spurn  his  cold  an^ 
heartless  system,  as  unworthy  the  approbation  of  God  or  man ! 
Real  old  fashioned  Calvinists  are  very  scarce,  and  daily  becoming 
more  so. 

In  regard  to  my  allusion  to  the  various  systems  which  have  pre- 
vailed respecting  the  Atonement,  my  friend  says  this  contrariety 
of  opinions  grew  out  of  the  prevalence  of  Unitarian  views.  This 
is  not  a  full  statement  of  the  case.  Unitarian  views,  or  the  doc- 
trine of  the  strict  unity  of  God's  nature,  in  contradistinction  to  the 
notion  of  a  plurality  oi  gods,  or  a  pluralitv  of  persons  in  the  god- 
head, is  clearly  the  doctrine  of  botn  the  Old  and  New  Testaments. 
No  sentiment  can  be  conveyed  in  language  more  plain,  emphatic, 
positive,  than  the  Unitarian  view  of  Deity,  in  the  Bible.  Thm  doc- 
trine prevailed  in  the  church  of  Christ,  without  being  questioned 
or  doubted,  during  the  first  two  centuries  of  the  christian  era.  But 
at  the  expiration  of  that  period^  the  converts  to  Christianity  who 
came  in  great  numbers  from  heathenism,  began  to  agitate  the  sub- 
ject of  the  Trinity.  In  other  words,  they  set  themselves  at  work 
to  incorporate  the  Pa^n  sentiment  of  a  plurality  of  gods,  into  the 
doctrines  of  Christ.  Not  precisely  in  the  gross  form  in  which  it 
prevailed  among  the  heathen ;  for  it  would  uAy  been  impossible  to 


y  Google 


ON  tnnySESAL  8ALTATIOir.  107 

hsre  fastened  a  monstrosity  so  palpable  on  a  svstem  as  elevated 
as  Christiamtf.  Thev  urged  it  as  near  this,  as  they  could  well  get  ^ 
it,  Tiz.  in  the  form  of  a  Tri-  Unity — or  three  persons  in  one  god-  ^ 
head,  equal  in  power  and  glory — ^which  when  disrobed  of  all  mys- 
ticism, means  nothing  less  than  three  equal  gods ! !  The  introduc- 
tion of  this  heathen  sentiment  led  immediately  to  endless  divisions 
and  discussions,  which  hare  continued  at  intervals  down  to  our 
own  day.  And  in  this  we  discover  the  true  ori^n  of  all  the  dispu- 
tations which  have  rent  the  church  on  this  subject.  As  the  ukrk 
Ages  came  on,  and  ignorance  increased,  and  the  converts  from  hea- 
thenism multiplied,  the  advocates  of  the  Trinity  gained  strength, 
until  at  length  they  became  the  majority  in  the  church,  and  bv  vote 
of  Cooncils,  decreed  that  the  Trimty  was  a  true.  Evangelical  doc- 
trine. With  the  Trinitv,  came  the  kindred  sentiment  of  Viearious 
Jtohtrmnt — ^that  one  of  these  three  gods  died  to  appease  the  wrath 
of  another,  and  to  liberate  mankind  from  the  punishment  of  their 
sins!  That  this  doctrine  of  Atonement  came  from  heathenism,  is 
manifest  from  the  ridiculous  and  even  childish  form  in  which  it 
was  urged  and  held  by  those  who  first  advocated  its  adoption  in 
the  church.  I  will  give  you  this  form  in  language  to  which  Elder 
Holmes  at  least,  wiU  not  object: — 

**  The  devil  by  stratagem  and  fraud,  had  managed  to  get  the  hu- 
man race  under  his  control,  and  held  them  in  absolute  dominion. 
God,  tein^  interested  in  their  welfare,  sought  their  deliverance. 
This  he  might  have  effected  bv  violence,  but  was  restrained  by  con- 
siderations of  justice.  He,  tnerefore,  offered  Christ  as  a  ransom, 
which  being  accepted,  the  human  race  was  set  at  liber^.  But  Sa- 
tan was  deceived  m  the  transaction.  For  he  supposed  Christ  to  be 
finite :  hence  when  he  proved  to  be  also  the  Son  of  Grod,  he  was 
unable  to  retain  him  in  his  power;  and  consequently,  lost  both  his 
atptivee  and  the  priu  of  their  redemption.** — [Elder  Holmes,  in  the 
MdJiodist  (Quarterly  Review,  July,  1847.] 

The  plain  English  of  all  this,  is  as  follows :  The  devil  had 
fraudulmtly — wrongfully — got  all  mankind  in  his  possession.  God 
might  have  taken  them  away  by  force;  but  Satan  being  such  an 
honest  and  honorable  character,  it  would  be  unjust  to  rescue  his 
captives  by  force,  although  he  obtained  them  by  fraud.  Hence 
the  Deity  is  represented  as  making  a  bargain  with  him  to  give  him 
Jeeus  Christ  in  exchange  for  all  mankina.  The  contract  was  clo- 
sed, and  the  transfer  made.  But  it  turned  out  that  the  devil,  cun- 
ning as  he  is,  was  confoundedly  cheated  in  the  trade.  For  Christ 
proved  to  be,  not  a  finite  man,  but  the  Son  of  God,  or  rather  the 
infinite  Ood  himsdf,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity. 
Hence  the  devil  could  not  hold  him,  and  he  lost  both  his  captives 
and  their  ransom ! ! !  I  wish  the  audience  and  the  public  to  under- 
stand, that  this  is  the  first  form  in  which  the  modem  doctrine  of 
the  Atonkmckt,  came  into  the  Christian  church.  Who  can  fail  to 
8ee»  in  its  vulgar,  ignorant,  irreverent  features,  every  mark  of  its 
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heathen  origin.  Trae,  it  is  not  held  in  this  low  form  at  the  pre- 
sent day.  Tt  has  been  moJified  from  time  to  time,  to  conform  to 
the  increasing  light  of  the  world,  until  it  has  assumed  the  shape  in 
which  it  is  at  present  held  by  the  partialist  sects.  But  the  descrip- 
tion which  the  Elder  has  given  us  in  the  e.vtract  just  quoted,  is  the 
first  rough  form  in  which  it  was  engrafted  from  Paganism  into 
Christianity !  Let  me  add,  by  the  way,  in  justice  to  the  devil,  that 
after  all,  this  has  not  turned  out  so  poor  an  affair  to  him  as  it  at 
first  threatened.  Notwithstanding  he  was  defrauded  of  all  men,  as 
represented  by  the  origiiud  Evangelical  notion  of  the  Atonement, 
yet  according  to  my  friend's  doctrine,  the  larger  part  of  them  in 
some  way  not  exactly  explained,  get  back  again  into  his  posses- 
sion ! !     So  that  upon  the  whole,  he  is  likely  to  get  the  best  end  of 

Elder  Holmes  says  he  does  not  believe  God  will  send  men  to 
hell  tor  error  of  opinion  !  I  was  happy  to  hear  that  declaration. 
It  indicates  good  sense,  and  some  idea  of  the  fitness  of  things.  But 
where  does  it  place  his  position,  from  which  he  is  endeavoring  to 
make  so  much  capital,  that  if  Universalism  is  untrue,  then  all  who 
believe  it  will  be  lost.  If  we  err  in  our  belief,  it  is  hut  an  error  of 
opinion.    Hence  on  his  own  showing,  the  Universalist  is  as  safe 

He  says  he  has  not  used  the  word  Evangelical,  in  a  disparagmg 
sense,  but  simply  as  a  distinction.  Yet  he  insils  that  the  self -deno- 
minated orthodox  clergy  are  Evangelical,  and  that  Univereali>*t8 
are  not.  1  do  not  think  it  worth  while  to  spend  much  time  on  this 
Bubiect.  But  in  view  of  the  pretension*  put  forth  by  the  orthodox 
clei«y  that  the  term  is  applicable  exclusively  to  them.  I  will  exa- 
mine the  phrase  a  moment.  What  is  an  Evangelist?  what  does 
the  word  signify  ?  An  Evangelist  is  the  bearer  of  good  neiM— jovrui. 
TiDiKOS.  There  can  be  no  question  in  regard  to  the  correctness  of 
this  definition,  in  Butterworth*s  Concordance,  we  find  this  expla- 
nation of  the  term.  *•  EvangeHst—One  who  bringcth  good  tidings,** 
Dr  Adam  Clarke  shall  give  us  his  view  of  the  work  of  ihose  who 
are  entitled  to  the  name  of  Evangelists—"  Do  the  work  of  an  Evan- 

-g/,,j ^Xhat  is,  preach  Christ  crucified  for  the  sins  of  1/*^  whole 

world,  for  this,  and  this  alone,  is  doing  the  work  of  an  Evangelist, 
or  preaching  the  glad  tidings  of  peace  and  salvation  b)  Chnst. 
An  angel  from  God  was  first  sent  to  do  the  work  of  an  Evangelist. 
And  how  did  he  do  it  ?  Behold,  said  he,  /  bring  you  good  tidings 
of  great  joy,  •  •  •  •  •  Behold,  I  Evangelize  unto  you  great 
joy  which  shall  be  to  all  people;  to  you  is  bom  a  Savior.  Those 
who  do  not  proclaim  Christ  as  having  tasted  death  for  every  man^ 
and  who  do  not  implicitly  show  that  every  human  soul  may  be  sa- 
red;  do  not  perform  the  work  of  Evangelists.  They.  God  help 
them !  limit  the  Holy  One  of  Israel.**— [/)r.  Clarke  on  2  Tim. 
iv.  5  1 

This  is  a  good  exposition  of  the  meaning  of  the  term  Evangel' 
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«f.  TTial  class  of  clergymen  who  proclaim  *«  good  tidings  of  great 
joy,"  may  lairly  and  consistently  '•iaim  to  be  received  as  Evavgel- 
ul$.  And  who»  1  ask,  come  up  more  fully  to  this  explanation, 
than  tbo^  who  preach  the  gioriouA  truth,  thatChrint  shall  at  length 
bring  all  men  to  repentance,  obedience,  holiness,  love  and  happi- 
ness ?  Is  not  this  gcod  ««tr5--CLAD  tidings  !  Hove  is  it  possible 
for  men  or  angels  to  declare  any  thing  better  ?  And  if  m)  friend 
will  not  acknowledge  this  to  be  good  newSy  will  he  inform  us  what 
kind  of  a  message  is  entitled  to  that  designation  ?  The  partialist 
clergy,  on  the  contrary,  travel  from  one  end  of  *he  land  to  the  other, 
proclaiming  that  God  will  cast  off  countless  myriads  of  his  own 
children  into  endless  darkness,  blasphemy  and  woe — where  he  will 
not  even  allow  them  to  turn  to  him  in  repentance — will  not  permit 
them  to  reform,  and  become  obedient  subjects — but  will  compel 
them  by  the  might  of  his  own  Omnipotence,  to  remain  in  burning 
agony  to  curse  nis  name,  and  the  existence  he  compelled  them  to 
enter,  as  long  as  his  throne  shall  stand !  Can  those  who  publish 
such  a  message,  have  the  slightest  claim  to  the  name  of  Evangel- 
ist 7  Can  tidings  so  terrible — so  appal ing — so  blasphemous — 
against  "  the  God  of  Love" — be  considered  in  any  sense,  *•  good 
nems  V  Dr.  Clarke  in  the  extract  just  introduced,  says  those  •*  who 
do  oot  implicitly  show  that  EVERY  HUMAN  SOUL  may  be  Mved, 
do  not  perform  the  work  of  Evangelists ! !  They— God  help  them  ! 
LIMIT  the  Holy  One  of  Israel ! !"  In  this  language  the  great  Me- 
thodist D.  D.,  places  the  brand  of  forgeryon  every  partialist  cler- 
g>*iiian  who  claims  to  be  considered  an  Evangelist,  Do  they  not 
all  insist  that  innumerable  millions  of  **  human  souls"  already 
passed  from  life,  will  not  be  saved,  and  cantiot  be  saved  ! !  Hence 
according  to  Dr.  C,  they  **do  not  perform  the  work  of  Evangel- 
ists !"  Let  it  be  fully  understood  hereafter,  that  the  title  of  Evan- 
gdicaJ^  which  the  limitarian  clergy  have  so  pertinaciously,  and  I 
may  say,  impudently,  claimed  as  belonging  exclusively  to  them- 
selves, is  one  to  which  they  have  not  the  slightest  title,  according 
to  the  showing  of  one  of  their  most  eminent  divines ! ! ! 

There  were  several  other  declarations  of  my  opponent,  which  1 
designed  to  notice,  but  must  pass  them,  to  introduce  my  Seventh 
Argument.     It  is  drawn  from 

THE  FOREKNOWLEDGE  OF  GOD. 
pBoposmoM.— 1.  God  foreknow*  all  eTents  Uiat  uanspire,  both  in  time  and  eter 
•Rfy.  2l  a  God  infinitelf  holy  and  iafinitely  good,  would  not  have  created  hit 
«arthl]r  offspring  without  he  foreknew  that  their  l>eing  wouU  result  in  a  condition 
of  eadJeaa  parity  and  bliss.  3.  That  an  infinite  God  foreknows  an  evant,  or  a  sUta 
of  tlMn^  U  proof  positive  that  it  will  take  place. 

Proof. — 1.  God  foreknows  all  events  that  transpire,  both  in 
time  and  eternity.  "  Known  unto  God  are  all  his  works  from  the 
be^nning  of  the  world." — (Acts  xv.  18.)  "  Times  are  not  hidden 
from  the  Almighty.— (Job.  xxir.  1.)  «*I  am  God,  and  there  is 
none  like  me :  Declaring  the  end  from  the  beginning,  and  from  an- 
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cient  li^aes  tbe  ihmfs  that  are  not  yet  done,  saying.  My  counsel 
shall  stand,  and  I  wilFdo  all  my  pleasure." — (Isa.  xlvi.  9,  10.) 

To  a  being  possessing  infinite  Foreknowledge ^  there  can  be  no 
such  thing  as  a  succession  of  periods  or  times :  He  "  inhabiteth 
eternity." — (Isa.  Ivii.  16.)  The  entire  of  eternity  is  in  his  presence. 
All  that  is  future  to  us,  is  now  with  htm.  Every  event,  circum- 
stance, issue,  that  can  possibly  take  place,  although  far  ofi*  to  cre- 
ated beings,  are  PRESENT  objects  to  him — are  as  plainly  in  hia 
sight  and  presence  now,  as  they  will  be  in  man's  when  they  arrive. 
Nothing  unforeseen  can  take  place,  nothing  unknown,  or  unprovi- 
ded for,  can  transpire. 

« 2.  A  God  infinitely  holy  and  infinitely  good,  would  not  have 
created  his  earthly  ofispring  without  he  foreknew  that  their  existence 
would  result  in  a. condition  of  endless  purity  and  bliss.  Whatever 
fate  awaits  any  human  beina;,  was  cleady  and  distinctly  fore- 
known to  God,  at  the  time  of  creation.  To  deny  this,  is  to  deny 
his  foreknowledge.  God  is  holy  and  good.  A  Deity  infinity  holy, 
could  not  create  a  being,  foreseeing  that  he  would  iall  into  a  state 
of  endless  sin  and  blasphemy.  A  God  infinitely  and  impartially 
good,  would  not  create  a  soul,  foreseeing  that  its  final  state  would 
be  one  of  unmitigated  and  unending  wretchedness.  Temporary 
sin  and  suffering,  are  both  compatible  with  Jehovah's  holiness  and 
goodness ;  because  he  can  educe  good  from  the  discipline  and  ex- 
perience to  which  they  subject  man.  But  endless  sin  and  suffering, 
are  incompatible.  No  GOOD  can  accrue  from  their  perpetual  exis- 
tence. 

Remember,  God  is  the  affectionate  Father  of  all  men.  He  is 
Love — is  good  unto  all — his  tender  mercies  are  over  all  his  works. 
He  is  full  of  erace,  compassion,  and  pity  fof  his  frail,  dependent, 
'fl&pring.  Would  a  Beinff  of  this  character,  coolly  and  deliberate- 
Y  URGE  unconscious  and  helpless  souls  into  existence,  plainly 
oreknowing  that  existence  would  eventuate  in  endless  wickedness 
nd  endless  agony  ?  Could  God,  with  only  as  much  eoodneps  as 
iian  possesses,  create  beings,  and  then  immediately  plunge  them 
.nto  endless  ruin  and  agony.  All  acknowledge  this  would  be  im- 
possible !  Then  it  is  equally  impossible  that  he  would  create  them 
foreseeing  such  a  doom,  nowever  remotely !  With  an  infinite  God. 
time  works  no  influence  or  change.  Every  impulse  in  his  nature, 
every  attribute  of  his  character,  every  thing  holy,  just  and  good,  in 
his  entire  being,  would  rise  in  eternal  opposition  to  an  event  so 
awful !  To  charge  such  a  procedure,  such  a  deliberate  involving 
of  his  sentient  creatures  in  endless  evil  and  agony,  upon  the  Fa- 
ther of  Spirits,  the  God  of  Love,  indicates  a  depth  of  moral  and 
mental  darkness,  or  a  heighth  o^  daring  presumption,  not  to  say 
blaxphemy,  which  the  wealth  of  worlds  would  not  tempt  me  to  have 
resting  on  my  soul !  I  dare  not,  will  not,  CANNOT  so  impugn 
the  good  name,  so  tarnish  and  blacken  the  character  of  my  hea- 
venly Father !  I 
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If  Dmij  foitMW  thftt  a  being,  or  any  namber  of  beinf^tt  would,  if 
Qshertd  into  existence,  become  doomed  to  endiees  blaspbemy  and 
woe,  why  picbsist  in  creating  them,  without  even  allowing  tbem 
the  opportanity  of  choking  whether  they  woald  be  formed  or  not  ? 
There  was  no  power  dnne  God,  compelling  him  to  form  his  crea^ 
tores  for  such  a  dreadful  fate !  Were  such  an  event  in  contempla- 
tion in  the  DiTine  Councils*  every  attribute  of  Jehovah,  every  pure 
and  happy  spirit  which  worships  around  the  Great  White  Throne  of 
Oouripotanee,  would  cry  out^^Forbear !  in  Pity's  name  Forbear!! 
If  human  beings  cannot  be  created  under  such  circumstances  that 
their  everlasting  happiness  can  be  secured,  if  it  is  clearly  foreseen 
that  their  existence  must  terminate  in  endless  night,  and  wicked- 
ness, and  agony — then  allow  them  to  remain  in  the  unconscious 
and  harmless  sleep  of  non-entity!  Surely  they  can  injure  none 
there— they  cannot  infringe  on  the  happiness  of  God,  nor  mar  the 
felicity  of  angels ! !  Why !  Oh  why ! !  COMPEL  them  to  live  for 
SUCH  A  DOOM. 

3.  That  an  infinite  GoAforthnowa  an  event  or  state  of  things,  is 
proof  positive  that  it  will  take  place.  We  have  seen  that  it  was 
amoral  impossibility  thai  Deity  should  form  beings,  foreseeing  their 
existence  would  result  in  endless  sin  and  agony.  Hence  when  Je- 
hovah originated  the  design  to  create  mankind,  he  must  have  dis- 
tinctly foreknown  that  they  would  all  finally  become  holy  and  hap- 
py! !  He  not  only  foreknew  that  all  would  become  holy  and  hap- 
py, bat  he  also  foreknew  whatever  obstacles  would  anse  to  pre- 
vent it,  either  from  man's  ignorance,  blindness,  sinfulness,  unbelief, 
or  from  any  and  all  other  sources.  He  foreknew  what  steps  were 
necessary  to  overcome  these  obstacles,  and  clearly  saw  that  the^ 
could,  and  would  be  removed.  In  fine,  when  he  determined  this 
glorioas  destiny  for  the  great  race  of  humanity,  he  foreraw  all  the 
ways  and  means  to  bring  it  to  pass! !  His  infinite  Wisdom  ena- 
bled him  to  lay  with  consummate  skill,  unerring  plans  for  the  ele- 
vation of  his  creatures  to  a  state  of  sinless  perfection  and  happiness. 
His  power  Omnipotent,  is  abundantly  sufficient  to  carry  all  these 
plans  into  execution,  to  the  perfect  completion  of  the  object  aimed 
at  For  God  to  foreknow  tnat  all  mankind  would  become  finally 
holy  and  happy  in  an  endless  state  of  being,  was  to  ordain  and 
place  that  event  beyond  every  contingency,  and  infinitely  above 
all  liability  of  failure!  Before  the  work  of  Creation  was  com* 
menend^  the  whole  was  complbtso  in  the  Divine  Mind,  and  the 
end  was  attained  and  fixed,  far  removed  from  any  possibility  of 
levenal. 
HjT  Eig^ih  Argument  is  drawn  from 

THB  BfERCT  OF  GOD. 
PaufiiTiWf.— 1.  M«rc7  w  oii«  of  the  attrtbates  of  God.    2.  Inflnit*  Marty  4a- 
mnm  tW  happtacss  of  aU  mitnktnd.    3.  In  a  UuTeiM  orei  wldch  a  mareilol  Dotij 
M^My  tka  ilaairi  of  Morey  most  finally  becoma  abundantly  Mtialled. 

Fboof. — 1.  Mercy  is  one  of  the  attributes  of  God. — **  Unto  thee* 

Digitized  by  VjOOQIC 


202 

0  Lord,  bekm^th  mercy ."-^Ps.  bdi.  12.)  Kb  mexey  is  great, 
**  Thy  Mercy  is  great  unto  the  heavens.*' — (Ps.  Ivii.  10.)  It  is 
Very  Great. — **  Let  me  fall  now  into  the  hands  of  the  Lord ;  for 
VERT  GREAT  are  his  mercies.'* — (1  Chron.  xxi.  13.)  Plenteous, 
•*  The  Lord  is  merciful  and  gracious,  slow  to  anger,  and  pleiiteous 
in  mercy." — (Ps.  ciii.  8.)  Kick. — ^**Who  is  Rich  in  Mercy." — (Eph. 
ii.  4.)  ifantfold, — ''According  to  thy  manifold  mercies." — (Neke. 
ix.  27.)  Tender  and  Imparl, — ^*  His  tender  mercies  are  over 
ALL  his  works.**-— (Ps.  cxly.  9.)  Sure. — ^*  I  will  make  an  everlas- 
ting covenant  with  you,  even  the  sure  mercies  of  David." — (Isa. 
iv.  3.)  Grod  deligfUs  to  exercise  Mercy, — **He  retaineth  not  his 
anger  forever,  because  he  deuohteth  in  Mercy.** — (Micah  vii.  18.) 
His  mercy  is  literaUy  unending, — <*His  mercy  endureth  forever.** 
— (Ps.  cvi.  1.) 

2.  Infinite  Mercy  desires  the  happiness  of  all  mankind.  It 
is  the  desire  of  Mercy  to  confer  benefit  and  happiness,  on  aU  en- 
circled in  its  embrace.  This  is  the  office  it  fulnlls  in  the  Divine 
Councils.  It  not  only  wishes  for  their  happiness,  but  labors  to  se- 
cure it.  God's  Mercy  reaches  to  all  mankind.  It  extends  its  pro- 
tecting arms  around  each  and  every  soul  of  humanity.  It  is  espe- 
cially interested  in  the  welfare  of  the  sinful  and  deluded.  It  pities 
and  compassionates  those  so  ignorant  and  blind  as  to  wander  from 
the  pleasant  paths  of  righteousness,  under  the  vain  expectation  of 
findmg  more  enjoyment  Mercy  yearns  over  them,  and  never  can 
become  satisfied,  until  they  are  brought  to  enjoy  the  rich  blessings 
of  heaven.  God's  Mercy  desires  ALL  to  be  happy. — **  His  tender 
mercies  are  over  ALL  his  works."  All  men  will  continue  through 
eternity,  to  be  the  objects  of  its  re^d. — **  His  Mercy  endureth 
FOREVER."  So  anxious  was  David  that  this  great  fundamental 
truth  should  be  impressed  on  the  minds  of  men,  that  he  declared 
twenty-six  times  in  one  Psalm^ — "His  mercy  endureth  for- 
ever."— (Ps.  cxxxvi.)  As  long  as  the  Throne  (A  Omnipotence 
stands,  his  Mercy  will  be  extended  over  every  creature  he  has  for- 
med, and  will  seek  the  good  of  all !  God's  mercy  is  as  greatly  in- 
terested in  the  welfare  of  each  soul  of  the  human  race,  and  Isibors 
as  earnestly  to  secure  its  everlasting  welfare,  as  though  there  were 
no  other  created  being  in  existence ! 

3.  In  a  universe  over  which  a  merciful  Deity  reigns,  the  desires 
of  Mercy  must  finally  become  abundantly  satisfied.  That  a  perfect 
God  should  satirfy  the  desires  of  his  Mercy,  is  one  of  those  deducr 
tions  which  are  self-evident.  In  the  very  alphabet  of  a  correct 
Theological  education,  this  truth  must  be  impressed  on  the  mind 
of  the  learner,  viz.  That  all  the  attributes  of  (Jod,  exist  and  act  in 
harmony—that  all  co-operate  with  each,  and  each  with  all— that 
each  one  is  perfect ;  so  infinitely  perfect,  as  to  carry  out  to  a  trium- 
phant and  successful  execution,  every  plan,  purpose,  and  work, 
that  comes  within  its  legitimate  sphere.  Thus  God's  Wisdom  ne- 
ver errs  in  adopting  perfect  plans  for  the  execution  of  all  his  de^ 
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WHS.  All  that  his  Goodness  suggests  or  desires,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creatures,  is  abundantly  and  perfectly  accomplished.  The  work 
of  his  Justice  is  completed  and  all  its  claims  satisfied.  So  of  all 
his  attributes.  This  view  is  essential  to  a  correct  understanding  of 
the  results  of  God's  works  and  ways.  To  deny,  or  overlook,  the 
perfect  operation  and  fulfilment  of  the  Divine  Attributes,  is  to  de- 
stroy the  perfections  of  Jehovah,  and  plunge  into  a  sea  of  dark  and 
dreadful  errors !  Yet  this  is  precisely  the  condition  of  modern  par- 
tialist  Theology.  Not  an  attribute  oi  the  Most  High  exists  that  is 
not  impeached  in  its  perfection,  and  destroyed  in  its  operation,  by 
some  of  these  Evangelical  doctrines.  His  Wisdom  err* — his  Pow- 
er hecomes  weakness — the  claims  of  his  Justice  are  never  fulfilled 
on  the  gmlty—\i\s  Goodnes  is  limited  and  ficlde»  and  his  Mercy  i« 
forever  violated ! ! 

That  infinite  Mercy  must  eventually  become  abundantly  #a/Med 
in  respect  to  man's  condition,  is  self-evident,  from  the  simple  fact 
that  it  is  an  attribute  of  Deity.  If  all  its  desires  are  not  satisfied, 
then  €rod  is  imperfect  and  his  best  wishes  cannot  be  accomplished. 
Can  eternal  wretchedness  satisf  j^  Mercy  7  Can  it  consent  to  such  a 
doom  ?  Strange  Mercy  if  it  did !  No !  the  endless  felicity  of  all 
men,  can  alone  satisfy  Mercy!  I 

There  is  no  other  attribute  of  God  which  comes  in  conflict  with 
Mercy,  to  prevent  its  being  extended  to  all  humanity.    It  is  a  great 
mistake  to  suppose  that  Justice  throws  any  impediment  in  the  way 
of  Mercy.    Here  it  is  where  my  brother  opposite,  and  all  defend- 
ers of  modem  Evangelical  Theology,  greatly  err.   They  view  Mercy 
and  Justice,  as  antagonistic  in  the  councils  of  Heaven,  and  in  their 
claims  on  man.    They  insist  that  Justice  demands  the  endless  punish- 
ment of  all  sinners,  and  that  Mercy  shall  be  extended  to  none.    And 
on  the  other  side,  that  Mercy  desires  and  beseeches  that  such  punish- 
ment shall  not  be  inflicted ;  that  the  claims  of  Justice  shall  not  be  sat- 
isfied;   but  that  man  shall  be  saved  from  all  punishment!    Thus 
these  two  most  glorious  attributes,  are  made  to  war  with  each  oth- 
er.    If  this  is  really  so,  it  is  evident  one  or  the  other  is  urging  that 
a  great  WRONG  be  done.     If  Justice  rightfully  demands  that  all 
men  shall  be  punished  forever,  for  their  sins,  then  Mercy  is  seek 
ing  to  do  an  infinite  wrong.    If  Mercy's  claims  that  all  shall  b 
saved  from  punishment,  are  reasonable  and  proper,  then  Justice  : 
striving  to  accomplish  an  act  of  most  awful  cruelty  ! !    Yet  this 
the  highest  conception  entertained  by  learned  theologicians  of  tl 
orUiooox  class,  oi  the  nature,  claims,  attitude  and  operation,  of  Jui 
and  Mercy.     In  the  words  of  the  poet : 

"They  set  at  odd»  Heaven's  jarring  Attributes, 
And  with  one  excellence  another  wound." 

The  method  which,  according  to  this  theology,  the  Creator  adopts 
to  reconcile  the  attributes  of  Justice  and  Mercy,  and  fulfil  their 
conflicting  claims,  is  singular  and  marvellous.  To  produce  this 
reconciliation,  it  is  taught  that  God  finally  determined  to  allow  his 
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Son  to  suffer  death,  or  rather  himself,  (for  they  insist  Christ  is 
GodO  in  place  of  mankind,  as  a  victim  to  i^li^fy  ihe  infinite  claims 
of  Justice,  anJ  at  the  same  time  aflbriJ  an  opportunity  for  Mercy 
to  have  its  desires  fulfilled  in  reg;ard  to  the  salvation  of  men.  But 
strange  to  say,  this  infinite  sacrifice  was  far  from  satisfying  Justice. 
Notwithstanding  it  has  had  its  victim — notwithstanding  its  demands 
upon  the  human  race  were  all  fulfilled  f>y  the  death  of  Christ — 
yet  it  is  not  willing  that  Mercy  should  extend  its  arms  around  those 
for  whom  Jesus  became  a  sacrifice,  but  still  is  clamorous  for  the 
torment  of  millions  of  human  souls,  on  whom  it  has  not  the  slight- 
est claim.  And  strangt^st  of  all,  it  is  supposed  thai  God  gives  way 
to  these  abhorrent  double  claims  of  Justice,  and  allows  it  to  sweep 
away  into  endless  perdition,  by  far  the  grealept  portion  of  mankind. 
Thus  Justice  is  twice  satisfied,  which  amounts  to  infinite  cruelty^ 
whilst  Mercy,  the  most  beautiful  attribute  of  Jehovah,  must  fain 
content  its  compassionate  yearnings  with  here  and  there  one 
snatched  from  the  rapacious  grasp  of  Justice.  And  such  theology 
is  still  mantained  by  learned  D.  D  's  and  Profesf<ors  of  theology  in 
this  enlightened  land,  and  in  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century ! ! 
The  fundamental  error  in  this  theory,  is  that  Justice  demands 
endless  punishment.  No  wonder  Merc^'  protests ! — No  wonder 
these  attributes  are  at  wrr!  But  Justice  does  not  demand  such 
punishment.  *  It  only  requires  that  each  sinner  be  punished  suffi- 
ciently to  bring  him  to  reformation  and  no  more.  Such  a  punish- 
ment Mercy  is  willing  to  allow.  In  this  atlidude  there  is  no  con- 
flict between  them.  When  Justice  has  punished  the  wicked  ac- 
cording to  their  deeds,  sufficient  to  induce  repentance,  they  are 
discharged  from  its  claims  Mercy  has  then  an  opportunity  to  draw 
near  each  child  of  humanity,  and  make  them  all  the  objects  of  its 
»^ard — granting  them  the  blessings  of  immortality  and  boundless 
licity.  which  they  could  not  claim  on  the  score  of  moral  rfe^er/. 
Ills  these  attributes  move  on  harmoniously  in  all  their  operations 
i^pecting  man.  Neither  Js  exercised  at  the  expense  of  the  other, 
r  to  the  wrong  of  the  other,  but  both  unite  in  promoting  the  good 
humanity. 

The  scriptures  represent  Justice  and  Mercy  as  haimoniously  co- 
jcrating  both  in  puni^'hment  and  sjijvation.  **  For  a  small  mo- 
ent  have  I  forsaken  thee ;  [justly  punished  thee,]  but  with  great 
mercies  will  I  gather  thee.  lu  a  little  wrath  I  hid  my  face  from 
thee  for  a  moment ;  [temporarily  punished  thee  in  fulfillment  of  the 
claims  of  justice;]  but  with  everlasting  kindness  will  1  have  mercy 
on  thee,  saith  the  Lord  thy  Redeemer.*' — (Isa.  liv,  7,  8.)  Here  is 
the  operation  of  Justice  and  Mercy.  The  claims  of  both  on  the 
sinful  are  fulfilled  without  t-ollision. 

That  Go^s  mercy  shall  he  extended  in  due  time  to  all  men.  is 
evident  from  the  fact  that  Mercy  is  his  favorite  attribute.  The 
Bible  nowhere  asserts  that  the  Creator  delights  in  Justice,  or  Truth, 
or  Wisdom,  although  he  is  strictly  just,  true,  and  wise.    But  it 
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ways  ••  He  peijohteth  in  Mbrct."  What  can  thw  teach  but  that 
he  will  give  special,  boundless,  infinite  activity  to  tbij»  lovely  At- 
tribute. When  the  scripture  declares  *'  his  tentLsr  mercies  are  over 
all  his  works/'  and  that  he  '*  delightetb  in  Mercy,"  what  other 
conclusion  can  be  adopted,  than  that  wherever,  throughout  the 
bounds  of  space,  vvaut,  need,  weakness,  blindness,  or  pain  exist, 
there  the  sweet  and  "  tender  mercies''  of  God  shall  flow,  to  give 
relief,  life,  and  joy !  Is  it  reasonable  to  presume  that  Jehovah 
will  forever  deprive  himself,  in  regard  to  countless  millions,  of  the 
exercise  of  that  which  affords  him  delight  ?  Will  not  God  do  that 
iji  which  he  delights,  in  every  case  where  a  child  he  has  formed 
needs  Mercy  ?  The  scriptures  describe  him  as  doing  whatsoever 
gives  him  delight.  **  I  am^the  Lord  which  exerciseth  loving  kind- 
ness, judgment,  and  righteousness,  in  the  earth ;  for  in  these  things 
I  delight,  saith  the  Lord."— (Jer.  ix.  24.)  Let  the  scriptures  decide 
the  extent  and  efficacy  of  God's  Mercy.  *'  He  hath  concluded  them 
all  in  unbelief  that  he  might  have  Mercy  upon  all.** — (Rom.  xi.  32.) 
*'  He  retaineth  not  his  anger  forever,  because  he  delighteth  in  Mer- 
cy."— (Micah  viii.  18.) 

What  more  can  be  added  to  satisfy  the  most  unbelieving,  the 
most  sceptical  ?  God's  tender  mercies  are  over  cUl  his  vjorks-^He 
delighU  ia  Mercy — Whatsoever  delights  him,  that  he  doeth  !  He 
included  all  mankind  in  unbelief,  for  no  other  reason,  than  to 
a£R)rd  himself  the  opportunity  of  having  Mercy  on  all ! ! — iTime 
expired, 

[MR.  B0LME8*  FIFTH  REPLT.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators  and  Respected  Friends : — I  percieve  I  am 
this  morning  unattended  by  any  of  my  ministerial  brethren,  though  I 
doubt  not  there  are  many  in  the  congregation,  whose  sympathies  and 
prayers  are  enlii-ted  in  behalf  of  truth.     That  my  ministerial  breth- 
ren are  absent,  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence  to  me,  and  perhaps 
I  should  not  have  alluded  to  it  at  all,  but  for  a  remark  made  by 
Mr.  Austin.     That  remark  was.  that  I  had  had  the  benefit  of  many 
heads  in  framing  my  arguments.     In  this  I  understood  him  to 
allude  particularly  to  the  argument  by  which  I  overturned  tb 
superstructure  he  had  reared  on  the  Paternity  of  God.     I  am  gra 
ified  at  this,  as  proof  that  he  feels  the /orc«  of  that  argumeu 
however  unwilling  he  may  be  to  admit  it. 

But  it  fs  not  true  that  I  have  had  the  assistance  of  many  head 
in  any  other  sense  than  the  author  would,  who  pursues  a  gener: 
course  of  reading  with  a  given  object  in  view,  and  tht'n,  by 
course  of  independent  thought,  sifts  the  whole,  and  presents  th 
essence  of  the  subject  in  his  own  language.     Let  me  enquire  here 
how  many  beads  has  the  gentleman  had  to  assist  him  ?    He  has 
had  one  cool,  calculating  head  at  his  elbow,  taking  notes  and  ma- 
king BuggestioQs  thus  far  daring  the  discussion ;  and  if  1  mistake 
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not,  Messrs.  Williamson,  Rogers,  Thomas,  and  Skinner,  are  acting 
a  more  conspicuous  part  in  this  discussion  than  they_get  credit  for. 
As  I  have  sereral  times  alluded  to  the  subject,  I  will  take  the 
present  time  to  give  my  views  of  the  government  of  God. 

1 .  Grod  is  a  moral  being,  having  moral  attributes,  which  must 
be  unitedly  and  harmoniously  displayed  in  any  scheme  of  govern- 
ment, which  he  may  adopt  and  bring  into  existence.  He  is  unde- 
rived  in  his  existence,  and  absolutely  independent  of  all  other  be- 
ings, hence  has  a  right  to  introduce  and  establish  a  government 
based  on  his  own  character. 

2.  If  he  establish  a  government,  that  government  must  be  moral» 
because  no  other  would  be  adapted  to  his  character  as  a  moral 
being.  A  government  strictly  and  entirely  paternal,  would  not 
be  suited  to  the  divine  character.  It  would  possess  only  one  ele- 
ment, and  that  not  adapted  to  anv  one  of  the  divine  attributes. 
The  term  father,  as  applied  to  6oa,  is  a  relative  term,  hence  does 
not  indicate  an  essential  element  of  the  divine  character.  Would 
God  bring  into  being  a  government  to  exist  forever,  and  be  exten- 
ded over  all  beings  and  worlds,  and  yet  not  based  upon  any  one  of 
his  attributes  ?  The  idea  needs  only  to  be  stated,  to  be  refuted. 
Common  sense  rejects  the  notion  at  first  sight. 

3.  A  government  suited  to  the  moral  character  of  God,  must  afford 
opportuftity  for  a  display  of  the  moral  attributes  of  God— goodness, 
wisdom,  and  holiness.  No  other  than  a  morcd  government  could  do 
this.  We  can  conceive  of  a  government  not  moral — a  mechanical 
government,  made  up  of  a  concatenation  of  undeviating  cause  and  ef- 
fect, every  link  of  the  chain  moving  every  other  link,  and  God  moving 
the  whole — or  like  a  regular  train  of  machinery,  every  part  acting 
upon  every  other  part  with  irresistible  power.  But  such  a  govern- 
ment would  not  be  moral,  for  two  reasons :  1 .  It  would  afford  no  op- 
portunity to  display  the  moral  attributes  of  God,  goodness  and  ho- 
liness. Any  scheme  of  government  that  would  leave  these  at- 
tributes out  of  its  relations  and  provisions,  could  not  be  moral,  and 
would  be  unworthy  the  character  of  a  moral  governor.  It  might  re- 
quire wisdom  to  construct  such  a  government  as  above  described, 
but  nothing  but  power  would  be  needed  to  keep  it  in  motion.  The 
power  of  God  must  sit  at  the  head  of  this  great  piece  of  mech- 
anism, turning  the  great  iron  wheel,  whose  resistless  cogs  set 
the  whole  in  motion,  and  im[|art  an  impulse  to  the  least  and  most 
insignificant  part  of  the  machinery ;  while  every  other  attribute  of 
God  is  left  unprovided  for  in  its  operations.  In  this  case,  fate, 
irresistible  fate,  would  alone  preside  over  the  destinies  of  all  beings 
and  worlds.  This  would  not  be  a  moral  government,  because, — 
2.  There  could  be  no  such  thing  as  moral  character  pertaining  to  the 
subjects  of  it.  There  would  be  no  moml  freedomt  and  where  there 
is  no  moral  freedom,  there  can  be  no  foundation  for  moral  charac- 
ter. Under  such  an  arrangement,  every  thought,  word  and  deed, 
would  be  necessitated ;  hence,  man  would  be  neither  rewardable,  nor 
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paiii«hablft.  At  ^ere  can  be  no  moral  charaeter  witboat  moral 
rreedom,  to  wbere  there  is  no  moral  character,  there  can  be  no  mo- 
ral responsibility.  Under  such  an  administration,  therefore,  all 
accountability  would  commence  and  terminate  in  God.  As  the 
gentleman,  in  his  fondness  for  rhetoric,  has  given  an  extract  from 
Milton,  I  will  reciprocate  the  favor,  by  giving  a  passage  from  the 
same  "  heaven-bom  poet,  who  seemed  at  home  where  angels  bash- 
ful look,'*  not  less  distinguished  ior  its  truth  than  its  poetry  : — 

(*  Fre«l7  thej  stood  who  stood,  and  fell  who  fell. 
Not  freer,  what  proof  could  they  have  gir'n  sincere 
Of  tme  allegiance^  constant  &ith,  or  loye, 
Where  only  what  they  needs  mutt  do  appear'dl 
I  formed  thens  fVee,  and  free  they  most  remain 
Till  they  iuthral  themselres  :  I  else  most  change 
Their  nature,  and  reroke  the  high  decree, 
Unchangeable,  eternal,  which  ordain'd 
Their  freedom ;  they  themselTes  ordain'd  their  fklL" 

(Book  3rd.) 

4.  Under  any  other  than  a  moral  government,  there  could  be  no 
such  thing  as  moral  happiness.  Pnysical  happiness  might  exist, 
but  moral  happiness  must  be  excluded.  The  power  of  choice  is 
essential  to  moral  happiness.  That  which  we  may  not  choose, 
either  in  its  reception  or  continuance,  is  not  properly  a  source  of 
happiness  to  an  intelligent  moral  being.  Hence,  under  a  govern- 
ment in  which  irresistible  fate  presides  and  determines  all  actions, 
there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  moral  happiness.  This  is  farther 
confirmed  by  the  fact,  that  a  consciousness  of  having  done  right 
is  essential  to  moral  happiness;  but  such  consciousness  cannot  ex- 
ist under  a  government  wbere  the  actions  of  men,  or  the  results  at 
which  they  arrive,  are  all  necessitated.  Mr.  Austin  takes  the  po- 
sition, that  the  government  of  God  is  so  constructed,  as  to  result, 
of  necessity,  in  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men.  To  this  I 
answer,  such  a  result  cannot  be  made  certain,  except  under  a  gov- 
ernment of  necessity :  and  we  have  seen  that  this  would  be  both 
unadapted  to  the  character  of  God  as  a  moral  being,  and,  exclu- 
ding moral  freedom,  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  happiness  of 
moral  subjects.  The  government  for  which  my  friend  contends, 
so  far  from  securing  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men,  would 
exclude  all  holiness  and  happiness  from  the  universe.  If  it  would 
annihilate  hell,  it  would  also  annihilate  heaven.  So  anxious  is 
tiie  gentleman  to  pull  down  the  house  of  the  Philistines,  that  he  is 
willing,  like  Sampson,  to  perish  in  the  general  destruction. 

5.  The  true  government  of  Grod,  described  as  moral,  and  for 
which  I  contend,  is  based  on  the  moral  attributes  of  God,  and  is 
the  only  form,  so  far  as  we  can  understand,  which  can  promote 
the  happiness  of  moral  beings.  And  we  must  suppose,  as  uod  is  a 
benevolent  being,  that  the  happiness  of  his  creatures,  in  connec- 
tion with  his  own  glory,  would  be  the  leading  object  of  any  sys* 
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tem  of  gorernment  originated  by  him.  This  object  be  prorides  for, 
Fir$U  by  placing  them  all  in  a  state  of  holiness  and  ^p;^'ness»  adap- 
ting tbem  to  the  government»  and  the  government  to  them,  so  that 
happiness  to  them  would  result  from  hannony  with  their  relations 
and  obligations.  Secondly^  by  giving  them  moral  f reedom»  that  they 
might  be  subjects  of  moral  deseHt  and  have  the  consciousnsss  of  reo- 
titu  le.  which  is  an  essential  element  of  true  happiness.  Thirdly^  by 
giving  all  necessary  means  and  facilities  for  continuing  their  originstl 
happiness,  together  with  the  power  of  choosing  to  improve  them ; 
hence,  if  they  forfeit  their  happiness,  the  fault  is  their  own.  They 
do  it  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  God's  government,  the  benev- 
olent design  of  their  Creator,  and  in  direct  misimprovement  of  the 
noble  endowments  of  their  constitution. 

■        "  I  ordained  their  freedom, 
They  theouelves  ordained  their  fall." 

Thus  God  gets  all  the  glory  for  all  the  good  that  arises  to  bis 
creatures,  from  that  governmental  arrangement  he  has  established, 
while  he  is  exonerated  from  ail  blame,  for  any  evil  that  may  flow 
to  his  subjects,  since  it  results  from  their  voluntary  disobedience. 
God  gave  them  power 

M  Bofficient  to  have  stood,  though  free  to  faU." 

We  regard  these  vie\vs  as  sound — that  is,  well  agreeing  witli 
reason,  scripture,  and  human  consciousness.  If  they  are  not  so, 
my  friend  can  show  wherein. 

But  the  gentleman  may  say,  why  did  God  create  at  all,  if  he 
foresaw  that  some  would  abuse  their  constitution,  and  become 
miserable  ?  Answer:  To  have  done  otherwise,  would  have  been 
to  withhold  existence  from  millions  of  intelligent  beings,  who  would 
be  perfectly  holy  and  happy  in  a  boundless  duration,  simply  to  ac- 
commodate with  a  non-existence,  those  who  would  have  as  much 
{)ower  as  any  others  to  be  happy,  but  who,  in  their  abuse  of  his 
aws,  it  was  foreseen,  would  bring  down  destruction  on  their  own 
heads.  Let  me  illustrate  here.  My  friend  is  fond  of  illustrating 
the  divine  government  by  a  reference  to  human  governments,  when 
it  suits  his  purpose.  Suppose  the  general  government  of  the  United 
States,  having  control  over  the  subject,  were  about  to  bestow  the 
blessings  of  a  good  education  upon  all  the  people.  It  might  be 
foreseen  by  the  knowledge  and  sagacity  of  the  law  makers,  that 
some  individuals,  among  the  mass  of  society,  would  make  an  abu- 
sive and  criminal  n;^  of  that  blessing.  They  might  become  coun- 
terfeiters and  great  adepts  in  forgery,  by  being  furnished  with  such 
a  power  as  education  gives.  But  would  it  be  right  to  withhold  the 
blessings  of  a  good  education  from  the  whole  community,  simply 
to  accommodate  with  a  state  of  ignorance,  those  who,  if  they  had 
knowleiige,  would  abuse  it?  Is  this  consistent ?  Does  it  accord 
with  the  principles  of  good  government,  with  the  wisdom  of  men 
even,  to  say  nothing  of  the  wisdom  of  God  ? 
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Afftin,  Mr.  Aostin  may  ask,  wby  not  withhold  eziatenca  from 

those  who  it  is  foreseen  would  be  miserable,  and  give  existence 
only  to  such  as  would  be  happy.  I  answer,  this  would  be  to  vio- 
late the  principles  of  his  own  government,  and  contravene  the  di- 
vine impartiality  :  and  besides  this,  by  withholding  existence  from 
those  who  would  be  miserable*  were  they  allowed  to  exist,  exis- 
tence must  also  be  withheld  from  those  who  would  be  happy.  Let 
me  illustrate  again.  Suppose  that  God  sees  that  some  father  in 
this  assembly  will  abuse  his  powers  and  blessings,  and  forfeit  his 
final  felicity.  He  mav  at  the  same  time  foresee  that  tha-posterity 
of  this  father  will  be  obedient  and  holy  subjects,  and  secure  endless 
happiness  in  heaven.  The  father  has  as  much  power  to  be  hap- 
py  as  the  children.  To  give  him  existence,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, is  doing  him  no  injustice,  because  he  has  all  the  power 
and  means  necessary  to  happiness :  but  to  withhold  existence  from 
him,  would  contravene  the  divine  benevolence,  by  withholding  ex- 
istence from  his  posterity,  who,  if  allowed  to  exist,  God  knows 
would  be  holy  and  happy  in  a  boundless  duration.  This  is  far- 
ther illustrated  by  reference  to  the  parable  of  the  tares  of  the  field  : 
(Matt.  xiii.  29 :)  **  Sir,  didst  not  thou  sow  good  seed  in  thy  field  ? 
from  whence  then  hath  it  tares  ?  He  said  unto  them.  An  enemy 
hath  done  this.  The  servants  said  unto  him.  Will  thou  then  that 
we  go  and  gather  them  up  ?  But  he  said.  Nay ;  lest  while  ye  ga- 
ther up  the  tares,  ve  root  up  aUo  the  wheat  with  them.  Let  both 
grow  together  until  the  harvest :  and  in  the  time  of  harvest,  I  will 
say  to  the  reapers,  Gathei'  ye  together/r^^  the  tares,  and  bind  them 
in  bundles  to  ourn  them,  f>ut  gatner  the  wheat  into  my  bam."  Our 
Lord's  explanation  of  this  parable,  (verse  38,)  is  as  follows :  **  The 
field  is  the  world,  (theatre  of  human  existence.)  The  good  seed 
are  the  children  of  the  kingdom,  (his  holy  and  obedient  subjects*) 
but  the  tares  are  the  children  of  the  wicked  one,**  (disobedient  sub- 
jects.) The  point  to  which  your  attention  is  particularly  directed 
IS,  that  the  tares  could  Aot  be  removed,  without  removing  the 
y^ieat ;  that  is,  to  withhold  existence  from  one  part  of  the  race,  be- 
cause they  would  make  themselves  miserable,  would  be  to  withhold 
it  also  from  those  who,  If  allowed  to  exist,  would  be  forever  holy 
and  happv. 

Though  I  have  already  sufficiently  replied  to  Mr.  Austin's  argu- 
ments drawn  from  the  intentiofiy  desire,  sovereignty,  paternity  and 
love  of  (rod,  by  giving  each  a  particular  consideration,  yet,  indepen- 
dent of  this,  they  are  all  answered  by  the  foregoing  views  of  the 
divine  government.  These  ars;uments  are  based  on  di  false  view  of 
the  divine  administration,  and  to  make  them  plausible,  my  friend 
must  first  disprove  the  fundamental  principles,  which  I  have 
shown  must  enter  into  a  plan  of  moral  government.  The  mistake 
of  my  friend  seems  to  be)  in  confounding  things  radically  different, 
that  is,  confounding  physical  and  morsu  laws.  He  don't  seem  to 
fee  the  difference  between  unintelligent,  irresponsible  matter,  and 
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inte1%etit  moral  beings,  as  sahjects  of  divine  garemraent  f  know- 
that  in  the  physical  world,  where  there  is  neither  intellect  m^r  rc- 
nponsibiiity,  Crotre  laws  are  fixed  and  uniform,  and  there  is  no  pow- 
er  to  interrupt  them,  except  in  the  Being  who  gave  them.  In  the 
moral  world,  however,  the  ca»e  is  different ;  for  though  the  moral 
laws  of  God  are  in  themselv«*s  A.r»/  and  uniform^  yet  It  eir  action 
is  not  on  fti erf  substances,  but  upon  intelligent  moral  agents,  whose 
voluntary  obedience  or  disobedience  must  determine  the  question 
of  their  happiiies.H  or  misery,  as  results  flowing  from  Xht  fixed  and 
uniform  laws  of  God's  moral  kingdom. 

I  now  leave  this  subject  for  the  present,  and  pass  to  notice  the 
passage  of  scripture  Mr.  Austin  has  quoted  so  often,  together 
with  the  theory  he  has  attempted  to  rear  upon  it  The  passage 
commences  with  the  19th  verse  of  the  8th  of  Romans,  and  includes 
five  verses.  **  For  the  earnest  expectation  of  the  creature,  wait- 
eth  for  the  manifestation  of  the  sons  of  God  For  the  creature  was 
made  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly,"  &c.  The  theory  which  Mr. 
Austin  builds  upon  this  passage,  i^,  that  in  order  to  make  the  hu« 
man  race  holy  and  happy,  God  saw  it  would  be  best,  first  to  sub- 
ject him  to  sin  and  misery.  He  accordingly  created  him  in  an  im« 
perfect  and  impure  state ;  in  a  state  of  unavoidable  subjection  to 
sin,  and  its  consequences.  In  connection  with  this,  he  established 
laws,  and  introduced  dispensations,  adapted  to  take  men  out  of  that 
state  of  subjiction,  and  bring  them  into  the  '*  liberty  of  the  sons  of 
God  ;**  and  that  the  whole  course  of  God's  administration  has  been 
intended  to  carry  forward  the  human  race,  from  this  state  of  origin 
nai  imperfection^  to  a  state  of  final  holiness  aud  happiness.  This 
theory  of  human  progression,  we  pronounce  false,  tor  the  follow- 
ing reasons : — 

1.  It  ccnitradicts  the  scriptures.  The  scriptures  say  God  crea- 
ted man  in  his  own  image  The  image  of  God  is  free  from  defect: 
therefore,  the  leaxt  that  can  be  said  of  man's  original  state,  is,  that 
he  was  free  from  intellectual  and  moral  defect.  Moreover,  God 
looked  upon  his  work  and  pronounced  it  good ;  which  he  could  not 
have  done,  if  any  part  of  it  had  been  imperfect  and  impure.  In 
aJdition  to  this,  the  scriptures  charge  man*s  sin  and  misery  upon 
his  defection  from  original  rectitude,  not  on  his  unwilling tti^7>d/on 
to  vanity.  **  God  made  man  uprights  and  he  has  sought  out  many 
inventions."  This  directly  contrudicts  Mr.  Austin's  theory.  «*  I 
have  nourished  and  brought  up  children,  and  they  have  rebelled 
against  me."  How  can  this  be  reconciled  with  the  gentleman's 
theory  of  progression.  In  this  case,  the  gradation  go.^s  the  wrong 
way. 

2.  This  theory  contradicts  tradition.  I  do  not  present  tradition 
as  Auffi'-^ient  proof,  of  itself,  but  as  having  weight  in  the  argument. 
A  tralition  is  universal  amongst  heathen  nations,  that  there  has 
been  a  time  when  the  human  race  was  far  more  virtuous  and  happy 
than  now ;  a  time  when  the  gods  held  intercourse  with  men.    The 
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idea  of  a  "  Golden  Age,'*  which  was  so  fruitful  a  theme  of  poetic 
effusion  to  the  ancients,  existed  as  far  hack  as  Hesiod,  who  rivals 
Homer  in  antiqaitv.  This  tradition  cannot  be  accounted  for.  in 
harmony  with  my  friend's  theory.  But  on  my  principies,  ull  is  con- 
sistent. We  see  in  it  an  obscure  reDectiun  of  a  great  and  impor- 
tant troth  connected  with  the  criginai  condition  of  our  race.  Men 
were  created  in  a  stale  of  physical,  intellectnai,  and  moral  perfec- 
tion and  aprightness,  hut  have  since  degenerated,  and  lost  the  hap- 
piness of  knowing  and  communing  with  God. 

3.  This  theory  is  opposed  and  refuted  by  a  great  array  of  facts, 
developed  in  the  history  of  the  world.     The  world  is  full  of  facts, 
and  I  rejoice  that  it  is  so.     It  enables  me  to  show  up  the  false,  not  to 
say  ridiculous  character  of  the  ^ntleman's  doctrine,  in  such  a  palpa- 
ble way,  as  must,  I  think,  convince  every  honest  and  reflecting  mind. 
Where  is  the  first  item  of  proof  for  the  efficacy  of  this  system  of 
progression  ?    Show  me  a  single  fact,  if  you  can,  illustrative  of  its 
elevating  and  restoring  power  ?    On  the  contrary,  the  history  of  na- 
tions and  individuals,  shows  it  to  be  a  chimera.     I  know  it  makes 
the  gentlefiian  nervous  to  mention  the  antediluvians,  but  I  can*t 
help  it — they  afford  so  good  an  illustration,  that  I  must  refer  to 
them.     What  influence  did  Mr.  Austin's  system  have  on  them  ? 
According  to  the  common  chronology,  thev  had  lived  under  its 
control  about  1600  years,  at  the  time  of  the  flood.     If  the  race 
were  ever  to^xperience  its  beneficial  tendency,  it  would  seem  that 
sixteen  hundred  years  might  sufilce  to  exhibit,  at  least,  some  proof 
of  its  power  to  deliver  men  from  their  "  subjection  to  vanity."     But 
what  are  the  facts  in  the  case  ?    One  fact  is,  that  when  first  crea- 
ted, they  were  said  to  possess  the  image  of  God.  and  God  looked 
upon  his  work  and  pronounced  it  **very  goo<i."    Another  fact  is, 
that  after  the  lapse  of  1500  years,  God  gives  the  following  testimo- 
ny respecting  their  advance;nent.     (Gen.  vi.  5.  12.) — '*  And  God 
saw  thai  the  wickedness  of  min  was  great  in  the  earth,  and  that 
every  imagination  of  the  thoughts  of  his  heart  was  only  evil  con- 
tinually.   And  God  looked  upon  the  earth,  and  behold  it  was  cor- 
rupt, for  all  flesh  bad  corrupted  his  «ay  upon  theear.h     And  God 
said  unto  Noah,  The  end  of  all  flesh  is  come  before  me :  for  the 
earth  is  filled  with  violence  through  them :  and  behold  I  will  de- 
stroy them  with  the  earth.'*    Here  we  have  a  practical  illustratior 
of  the  efficacy  of  this  wonder- workinf^  system,  by  which  the  wor 
is  to  be  taken  out  of  a  state  of  subjection  "to  vanity"  and  crown 
with  endless  felicity      Now  let  me  give  the  gentleman  a  sum,  a 
every  scbo  dboy  here,  may  work  it  out  at  his  JeL^ure.    If,  in  \t 
years,  the  human  race  progressed  from  that  moral  condition 
which  they  possessed  the  image  6f  God,  to  that  other  moral  sia 
in  which  they  had  **  corrupted  themse'ves"— '•  filled  the  earth  wi 
violence,**  and  '*  every  imagination  of  the  thoughts  of  their  hesi 
was  only  evil  continually,''  liov)  lonT  tcouid  it  take,  (at  the  shbt- 
ratio  of  progress,)  to  graduate  to  final  aoHoesa  and  happiness.    But » 
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the  case  of  ^e  antedilrians,  is  bat  one  of  a  thoasand  of  similar 
character. 

Moreover,  history  informs  us  of  some  nations  who  were  once  in- 
telligent, enterprising,  and  refined,  but  have  amazingly  degenera- 
ted, in  spite  of  the  influence  of  my  friend's  system  ol  progression. 
The  Egyptians  were  once  the  most  intelligent  and  scientific.  There 
are  still  remaining  many  monuments  of  their  former  genius.  But 
they  are  now  the  **  basest  of  the  kingdoms."  And  where  are  the 
poets,  orators,  and  philosophers  of  Greece  and  Rome  ?  The  de- 
scendants of  these  nations,  where  thev  can  be  distinguished  at  all, 
are  but  the  shadow  of  their  former  selves. 

There  is  evidence  upon  the  face  of  our  own  continent,  that  it 
once  sustained  a  race  far  superior  to  the  aborigines  whom  Colum- 
bus found  the  undisputed  lords  of  the  soil.    But  we  have,  perhaps, 
the  most  striking  illustration,  in  the  present  race  of  Africans.    His- 
tory speaks  of  them  as  once  an  enlightened,  and  somewhat  literary 
people ;  but  now  their  national  bond  is  broken,  they  exist  only  in 
fragments,  and  are,  perhaps,  the  most  degraded  portion  6f  the  hu- 
man race,  and  except  where  the  gospel  is  preached,  becoming  more 
degraded  still :  not  the  gospel  of  Universalism,  for  Universalism 
never  goes  on  a  mission.    How  does  the  history,  and  present  con- 
dition of  these  Africans,  agree  with  the  gentleman's  plan  of  human 
improvement  ?    If  they  have  degenerated,  what  is  his  theory  worth, 
to  redeem  and  elevate  man  ?    But  if  we  suppose  them  to  have  been 
a  state  of  improvement,  under  Mr.  Austin^s  theory  of  progres- 
^n,  for  the  last  6000  years,  in  the  name  of  reason,  where  was  their 
rting  point  ?    They  must  have  commenced  a  sort  of  baboon,  or 
mkey,  without  a  tail !    I  ask  pardon  of  the  audience,  for  using  a 
ure  which  may  appear  to  be  below  the  dignity  of  the  subject,  for 
lly,  I  can  scarcely  persuade  myself  that  the  subject  has  dignity 
3agh  to  merit  a  serious  consideration.    And  yet  I  will  present 
le  fact  more,  before^I  finally  dismiss  it.    I  have  already  said,  the 
world  is  full  of  facts,  and  it  is  a  happy  thing  for  the  cause  of  truth, 
that  it  is  so. 

The  fact  I  now  present,  is,  that  individuah,  as  well  as  nations, 
degenerate — ^in  many  cases,  grow  worse  and  worse,  during  the 
whole  of  their  earthly  existence.  St.  Paul  speaks  of  some  who 
**  rolled  Sin  as  a  sweet  morsel  under  their  tongue,*'  who  did  not  like 
**  to  retain  God  in  their  knowledge)"  and  though  they  knew  €rod, 
yet  "  did  not  glorify  him  as  God."  In  another  place  he  designates 
certain  characters  as  '*  evil  men,  and  seducers,"  who  *'  wax  worse 
and  worse,  deceiving,  and  being  deceived  :"  and  still  others,  who 
were  "  ever  learning,  and  never  able  to  come  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  truth."  And  we  all  know  there  are  thousands  in  every  age,  who 
beoome  more  aad  more  depraved,  the  longer  they  live,  outraging  to 
the  last,  every  principle  of  virtue,  and  every  feeling  of  humaaity. 
Now,  in  these  cases,  what  becomes  of  the  salutary  power  and  mond 
influence  of  this  system  of  human  progression  ?    Have  diese  men 
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Hwed,  under  a  diWne  arrangement,  adapted  to  deliver  them  £rom  a 
state  of  subjection  "  to  Fanity/'  and  bring  them  into  the  glorious 
•*  hberty  of  the  sons  of  God  ?"  If  so,  the  results  have  been  devel- 
oped most  strangely.  And  the  audience  will  please  observe,  that 
this  theory  is  associated  with  Mr,  Austin's  much  lauded  course  of 
disciplinary  and  reformatory  punishment.  These  incorrigible  sin- 
ners are  all  the  while  being  punished,  with  a  view  to  their  reforma- 
tion. Is  this  the  way  the  medicine  works  ?  Does  it  kill,  instead 
of  cure  ?  Or  does  my  friend  adopt  the  theory  of  Winchester  who, 
to  obviate  this  difficulty,  taught  that  when  a  eiven  amount  of  pun- 
ishment makes  the  sinner  mad,  instead  of  reforming  him,  the  dose 
must  be  doubled  until  the  medicine  has  the  intended  effect|?  He 
therefore  supposes  that  some  sinners  must  be  punished  many  thou- 
sand years,  before  the  desired  result  will  be  eained.  I  would  like 
to  know  of  Mr.  Austin,  what  he  will  do  with  those  whp  erow  worse 
and  worse,  under  a  whole  life  of  punishment  ?  Must  they  be  pun- 
ished with  greater  severity  in  the  life  to  come,  than  they  have  been 
here  ?  Besides  being  most  palpably  false  in  other  respects,  the 
great  difficulty  vrith  this  system,  deliverance,  improvement,  or  pro- 
gression, is,  tnat  the  gradation  runs  the  wrong  way ^  and  if  it  proves 
any  thing,  it  is,  not  final  holiness  and  happiness,  but  the /nmciam- 
nation  of  the  whole  family  of  man. 

Having  now  disposed  of  the  gentleman's  theory,  I  will  close  my 
present  remarks,  by  giving  an  exposition  of  the  passages  on  which 
this  theory,  is  built. 

19.  For  the  earnest  expectation  of  the  creature  waiteth  for  the 
manifestation  of  the  sons  of  God. 

20.  For  the  creature  was  made  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly, 
but  by  reason  of  him  who  hath  subjected  the  same  in  hope. 

21.  Because  the  creature  itself  also  shall  be  delivered  from  the 
bondage  of  corruption,  into  the  glorious  liberty  of  the  children  of 
God. 

22.  For  we  know  that  the  whole  creation  groaneth,  and  travail 
eth  in  pain  together  until  now. 

23.  Ajid  not  only  they,  but  ourselves  also,  which  have  the  fii 
fruits  of  the  Spirit,  even  we,  ourselves,  groan  within  ourselvi 
vraiting  for  the  adoption,  to  wit,  the  redemption  of  our  bodies. 

This  passage  is  generally  acknowledged  to  be  obscure  and  dif 
cult,  and  I  suppose  it  is  on  this  account  that  Universalism  seizes 
as  a  proof  text.  A  variety  of  explanations  of  it,  have  been  give 
by  different  authors.  The  following  are  the  most  important  an 
consistent : 

I.  Some  refer  it  to  the  brute  creation,  as  suffering  by  the  cruelty 
of  man  in  his  sinful  state,  and  from  which  suffering  they  are  re- 
lieved in  the  proportion  that  men  are  humanized,  and  christianized 
by  the  gospel,  by  which  they  are  constituted  sons  of  God. 

II.  Others  connect  with  this  the  inanimate  creation,  which,  ac- 
cording to  Gen.  iii.  17.,  was  cursed  for  man's  sake;  but  which 
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curse  shall  at  (he  day  of  final  retrihution  he  removed,  and  we  are  to 
have  a  *•  new  heavens  and  a  new  earth,  wherein  dweileth  righteous- 
ness.'*— (2  Pet.  iii.  13.)  Those  who  take  this  view,  regard  ibe 
whole  as  a  hold  prosopopeia,  a  figure  in  rhetoric,  hy  which  inani- 
mate and  irrational  heings  or  objects,  are  represented  as  acting  and 
speaking  under  the  influence  of  desire  and  strong  expectation. 

III.  Dr.  VVhiiby  and  others  refer  it  to  the  Gentile  wtirld,  and  re- 
gard it  as  fulfilled  in  the  gathering  of  them  into  the  church  under 
the  gospel  dispensation. 

Either  of  these  views  is  far  preferable  to  tbeUniversalistexposi- 
tion-^yet,  plausible  as  they  are,  they  are  not  quite  satisfactory. 
Hence,  in  giving  you  the  fourth  theory,  1  ^ive  you  my  own  views 
of  this  passage. 

IV.  This  pa«sai?e  refers  to  the  whole  human  family,  not  inc'u- 
ding  the  inanimate  or  brute  creation,  only  so  far  as  they  may  he 
incidentally  affected  by  the  moral  contlition  of  the  human  race,  in 
contradistinction  from  actual  believers  in  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 

In  the  light  of  this  theory,  I  explain  these  passages  as  follows  : 

1.  By  the  terms  creature,  and  creation,  we  understand  all  the  de- 
scendants of  Adam. 

2.  By  vanity^  we  understand  the  same  as  is  meant  by  the  ban- 
dage of  corruption — ^that  state  of  spiritual  bondage,  and  subjection 
to  the  worst  passions  of  corrupt  humanity,  under  which  the  hea- 
then world  did  then,  and  does  now  groan,  and  from  whi<Sh  they 
generally  desire  to  be  delivered. 

3.  By  their  being  made  ••  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly,"  we 
understand  the  Apostle  to  reaffirm  what  he  declares  so  emphati- 
cally in  the  5th  chapter  of  this  epistle— viz  :  that  by  the  offence  of 
3ne.  judgment  came  upon  all  men  to  condemnation  :'*  that  is,  the 
lescendants  of  Adam  are  laboring  under  evils  introduced  into  the 
world  by  the  agency  of  Adam,  their  federal  head,  and  in  regard  to 
which  they  had  originally  no  will,  or  actual  participation  whatever. 

4.  **  By  reason  of  him  who  hath  subjected  the  same  in  hope." 
The  meaning  of  this,  we  conceive  to  be,  that  God  brought  the  pos- 
terity of  Adam  into  conscious  heinj;,  notwithstanding  his  sin,  and 
notwithstanding  they  would  be  thereby  **  subject  to  vanity,"  he- 
cause  he  had  determined  to  redeem  the  world — hence  this  subjec- 
tion to  vanity  was  connected  with  hope,  and  the  means  of  salvation. 

5.  By  the  groaning,  travailing,  waiting,  and  earnest  expectation  of 
the  creature,  we  understand  that  consciousness  of  guilt,  and  wretch- 
edness, and  desire  and  expectation  of  a  moral  and  spiritual  deliverer, 
which  generally  prevailed,  anterior  to  the  coming  of  Christ.  • 

6.  By  the  deliverance  spoken  of  in  the  21st  verse,  I  understand 
the  removal  of  the  darkness  and  evils  of  man*s  natural  and  unenlight- 
ened state;  the  general  relief  which  the  gospel  proffers  toman,  and 
which,  in  those  who  improve  it,  is  heightened  into  the  "  glorious 
liberty  of  the  sons  of  God." 

In  the  23d  Terse,  he  goes  on  to  say,  that  as  the  whole  eieation» 
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or  nee  at  fi  whole,  look  for  the  gospel  Atate.  so  we,  (who  now  en- 
joy the  gospel  state,)  who  have  the  first  fruits  of  the  Spirit,  «ven 
wc  ouraelves,  groan  within  ourselves,  waiting  for  the  adoption,  to 
wit,  the  redemption  of  oar  balies—  waiting  for  that  higher  state  to 
which  we  are  heirs  through  Christ — the  resurrection  of  our  bodies, 
aod  eternal  Jife. — [  Timt  expired. 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SIXTH  SPEECH.  1 

Gentlemen  Moderators : — In  regard  to  the  fact  whether  Origen 
was,  or  was  not,  the  author  of  the  system  of  Atonement  I  descri- 
bed in  my  last  speech,  it  is  of  little  moment.  That  he  had  imbi- 
bed some  heathen  errors,  notwithstanding  his  belief  in  the  great 
doctrine  of  the  final  redemption  of  all  mankind,  which  he  had  re- 
ceived from  the  direct  successors  of  the  Apostles,  is  very  proba- 
ble, Considering  the  age  in  which  he  lived.  But  the  material 
point  respecting  the  matter  under  consideration,  is  that  the  child- 
ish and  ridiculous  theory  referred  to,  was  the  form  in  which  the 
modern  doctrine  of  the  Atonement  was  held  when  it  first  showed 
its  distorted  visage  in  the  Christian  church — indicating  beyond  all 
possible  doubt,  that  it  was  a  gross  heathen  notion,  surreptitious- 
ly engrafted  into  Christianity,  during  an  age  of  ignorance.  This 
is  a  position  which  cannot  be  overthrown. 

£lder  Holmes  in  rather  dolorous  tones,  remincls  ns  that  he  is 
here  aloney  with  none  to  assist  him  in  carrying  forward  the  labo- 
rious task  in  which  he  is  engaged.     I  grieve  for  the  helpless  state 
of  my  friend,  and  sincerely  sympathize  with  him  in  the  cheerless 
prospect  before  him.     Engaged  in  the  support  of  doctrines,  at 
which  his  own  good  heart  and  sound  reason  both  revolt — per- 
plexed beyond  measure,  in  weakening  in  the  slightest  degree,  the 
self-evident  and  overwhelming  arguments  which  the  doctrine  of 
Impartial  Grace,  ever  furnishes  its  advocates — striving  to  intro- 
duce something  in  the  form  of  Negative  Arguments.^  that  shall 
present  at  least  some  show  of  plausibility,  yet  not  succeeding  in 
getting  one,  that  even  touches  the  question — with  none  to  aid  him 
in  extricating  himself  from  the  labyrinthian  toils  in  which  he  i 
involved — most  assuredly  he  is  to  be  pitied  ! !     We  have  all  see 
that  he  has  been  nearly  alone  here,  from  the  beginning,  althoug 
the  country  is  full  of  Methodist  and  other  partialist  ciergymei 
and  scores  of  them  c'ould  have  been  present,  if  they  had  pleasei 
There  must  be  a  cause  for  this  ominous  absence.     It  cannot  be 
that  they  have  not  all  confidence  in  Elder  Holmes  to  defend  their 
sentiments,  as  ably  and  successfully  as  any  man  in  their  ranks. 
I  am  satisfied  the  true  secret  of  their  absence  is  to  be  found  in 
their  want  of  confidence  in  their  cause!!     They  know  too  well 
its  weakness — its  tottering  foundation — the  readiness  with  which 
its  absurd  doctrines  can  be  scattered  to  the  winds  of  heaven — to 
h%  present  to  witness  the  trial.    Uence^  like  prudent  mea  wha 
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wish  to  aToid  mortification,  they  stay  away !  The  EMer  inqnires 
how  many  of  my  ministering  brethren  render  me  assistance  ?  I 
answer,  there  is  little  need  oif  aid  from  any  quarter,  when  a  con- 
troversialist of  ordinary  capacity  has  the  tkuth  to  defend.  As 
to  the  Brother*  writing  at  my  side,  to  whom  the  Elder  has  allu- 
ded, I  would  state  that  so  far  from  rendering  me  assistance,  his 
every  moment  is  occupied  in  taking  down  the  discussion,  pro  and 
cofh,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit. 

Before  noticing  farther  the  last  speech  of  my  friend,  I  will  in- 
troduce my  Ninth  Argument.    It  is  based  on 

THE  JUSTICE  OF  GOD. 
Feopositioii.— 1.  Ood  is  infinitely  Jiut    8.  His  Jostiee  will  remedy  nil  moral 
eril — ^rectify  wknterer  is  wrong  in  num — and  restore  harmony  in  the  moral  Universe. 
3.  Justice  between  the  Creator  and  the  creature,  requires  and  will  secure,  the  ever* 
lasting  good  of  all  mankind. 

Proof. — 1.  God  is  infinitely  Just. — "Just  and  right  is  he." — 
(Deut.  xxxii.  4.)  "A  Just  Ciod  and  a  Savior." — (Isa.  xlv.  21.) 
"  Just  and  true  are  thy  ways,  thou  King  of  Saint8."~<Rev.  xv.  3.) 
"  Shall  mortal  man  be  more  just  than  (xod.  ?" — (Job.  iv.  17.)  Jus- 
tice is  a  fundamental  principle  in  the  government  which  Deity 
exercises  over  man. — "Justice  and  Judgment  are  the  habitation 
of  thy  throne." — (Ps.  Ixxxix.  14.)  All  men  are  the  subjects  of 
God^s  Justice.  So  long  as  their  existence  continues,  they  will  be 
amenable  to  its  demands.  It  is  infinitely  p^ect,  and  its  claims 
must  all  be  fulfilled. 

2.  His  justice  will  remedy  all  moral  evil — ^rectify  whatever  is 
wrong  in  man — and  restore  harmony  in  the  moral  umverse.  What 
is  the  nature  of  Justice  ?  It  is  simply  Right.  What  is  the  claim 
— ^the  rec[uirement  of  Justice  ?  It  claims  that  whatever  wrong  is 
enacted  in  the  universe,  shall  be  remedied.  What  is  the  office  of 
Justice  '^  It  is  to  see  that  every  violation  of  the  infinite  principle 
of  Right,  shall  be  amended  and  healed,  and  that  all  the  effects  of 
evil  shall  be  destroyed ! 

I  am  aware  this  view  of  Justice,  its  nature  and  office,  is  widely 
difierent  from  that  entertained  by  my  friend  opposite,  and  the  so- 
called  Evangelical  world.  But  if  there  is  any  one  point  on  which 
they  err  more  than  another,  it  is  in  their  views  of  God^s  justice. 
Ab  they  represent  it,  its  entire  nature  is  simply  to  demand  suffer- 
ing, pam  and  agony !  Its  whole  office  is  to  inmct  stripes,  anguish, 
and  wretchedness !  It  desires  nothing  more — it  does  nothing  more. 
When  an  erring  chUd  of  mortality,  blinded  by  passion,  or  deceived 
by  temptation,  inflicts  injury  on  his  fellow  being,  or  the  commun- 
ity by  the  infraction  of  some  wholesome  law.  Justice,  (accordine 
to  the  prevailing  theory,)  turns  and  inflicts  injury  on  him — and 
that  settles  the  account  /  Justice  as  thus  held,  has  no  interest  in 
the  welfare  of  the  guilty — no  desire  to  reform — to  bring  back  to 
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Tirtue  and  righteonsnesa.  Oh  no !  all  it  wants  is  to  torment  him 
—to  crush  him  beneath  its  IRON  HEEL ! !  When  the  sinner 
strikes  a  blow,  Justice  strikes  a  blow  hack  !  When  the  sinner  in- 
terferes with,  or  interrupts,  the  enjo3rments  of  others,  Justice  des- 
stroys  hiM  enjoyments !  When  the  sinner  spills  the  blood  of  oth- 
ers, Justice  spilln  his  blood!  When  the  sinner  takes  the  life  of  a 
fellow  being.  Justice  takes  his  life!!!  This  is  the  sole  work  and 
office  of  Justice,  as  it  stands  in  Sie  system  of  modem  Evangelism. 

The  mistake  our  friends  make  in  all  this,  is  that  they  have  in- 
corporated REVENGE  into  their  system,  and  call  it  Justice  !  This 
is  rather  an  important  error,  one  would  think  !  It  is  Revenge  that 
returns  injunr  for  injury,  evil  for  evil,  blow  for  blow,  blood  for 
blood !  If  this  is  not  revenge — ^if  it  is  not  retaliation — then  what 
is  iti  That  this  is  not  God^s  Justice,  is  evident  from  the  fact,  that 
Jesus  forbids  returning  evil  for  evil,  an  eye  for  an  eye,  etc. 

The  prevalent  view  of  Justice,  ascribes  to  it  an  influence  in  the 
Councils  of  Heaven,  altogether  too  weighty,  and  a  mode  of  pro- 
cedure abhorrent  in  the  highest  degree.  Partialist  Theology  lim- 
its and  shrivels  God*s  Love,  and  Groodness,  and  Mercy,  to  the 
smallest  possible  dimensions — ^much  smaller  even  than  man's— or 
at  least,  forbids  their  exercise  in  his  dealings  with  his  creatures, 
to  any  thing  like  the  degree  they  naturally  prompt  in  imperfect 
man's  better  nature.  At  the  same  time  it  modifies  his  Justice  to 
an  infinite  superiority  over  all  his  other  attnbutes.  It  virtually 
represents  Justice  as  a  grim,  dark-visaged  Giant,  towering  above 
all  other  attributes — standing  directly  before  the  Throne  of  the 
Eternal — its  murky  shadow  like  a  vast  cloud,  stretching  across 
the  celestial  fields  of  blessedness,  and  falline  upon  and  veiling  in 
gloom  even  the  countenance  of  Heaven's  Infinite  Majesty — armed 
with  a  glittering  sword,  so  huge  as  to  reach  to  the  utmost  bounds 
of  space,  and  while  flashing  with  the  lightnings  of  infinite  ven- 
geance, and  dripping  with  floods  of  crimson  gore,  it  cuts  down 
with  furious  energy,  high  and  low,  great  and  small,  who  excite 
its  ire !  Its  voice  of  seven  thunders  reverberates  through  Heaven, 
and  drowns  every  word  which  Love  or  Mercy  would  utter  in 
behalf  of  the  guilty,  in  vociferous  demands  for  blood  !  blood  !  ! 
BLOOD ! ! !  So  blind  is  its  fury,  and  so  voracious  its  appetite, 
that  it  is  as  well  satisfied  with  the  blood  of  the  innocent  as  of  the 
guilty!  Yea,  so  insatiable  is  its  desire  for  blood,  that  under  the 
plea  of  sparing  humanity,  it  slakes  its  thirst  from  the  veins  of  the 
innocent  and  compassionate  Son  of  Crod!  And  yet  in  wicked 
violation  of  its  dreadful  compact,  it  turns,  and  plunges  into  tor- 
ment, countless  millions  of  God's  creatures,  and  battens  upon 
their  misery  forever  and  ever ! !  While  thus  rioting  b  human 
agony,  and  perpetuating  eternally  sin  and  blasphemv,  the  very 
things  it  afiects  to  punish  and  remove,  it  tramples  on  all  the  other 
attributes,  and  compels  them  to  remain  almost  inactive !  With^ts 
own  claims  DOUBLY  satisfied,  it  objects  that  any  other  atln 
10 
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shall  have  its  demands  fulfilled  except  in  the  most  limited  degree  ! ! 
Kay,  it  presumptuously  and  daringly  throws  itself  across  the  broad 
highway  on  which  Jehovah  would  go  forth  to  great  and  gracious 
deed?  in  behalf  of  humanity,  and  fetters  even  Omnipotence. 

Would  God  execute  wise  and  benevolent  plans  to  secure  the 
final  happiness  of  his  earthly  offspring  1  Justice  interposes,  and 
prevents  a  consummation  so  desirable! !  Would  he  be  Good,  in- 
finitely, impartially,  endlessly  Good  towards  all  men  "*  He  can- 
not— he  must  not  f  Justice  stands  in  the  way,  and  will  not  con- 
sent! Would  the  blessed  Father  of  Spirits  have  mercy  on  his 
frail,  erring,  sinful  creatures  ?  Even  this  poor  privilege  is  denied 
him  1  Justice  forbids  it,  and  with  loud  vociferations,  insists  that 
innumerable  multitudes  whom  Mercy  would  gather  in  its  affec- 
tionate embrace,  shall  be  plunged  into  unmitigated  and  endless 
,  agony ! !  Thus  it  prevents  the  accomplishment  of  works  the  most 
desirable  that  men  or  angels  can  imagine,  and  introduces  and  end- 
lessly perpetuates  a  state  of  sin  and  misery,  in  direct  conflict  with 
every  holy  and  gracious  attribute  of  Jehovah  ! !  Oh  God !  par- 
don, we  beseech  thee,  the  unhallowed  views  of  thy  glorious  at- 
tributes which  have  so  long  prevailed  among  men !  We  pray 
thee  to  remember,  it  is  in  blinaness  and  ignorance,  that  thy  crea- 
tures have  dared  to  cover  the  glories  of  thy  character  in  robes  so 
dark  and  bloody ! 

Universalists  solemnly  PROTEST  against  such  representationa 
of  God's  Justice.  We  utterly  detest  and  repudiate  them !  We 
believe  them  to  be  libelous  in  the  highest  degree,  in  respect  to  one 
of  the  most  holy  and  lovely  of  the  Creator's  attributes.  So  far 
from  God's  Justice  seeking  or  requiring  to  inflict  permanent  evil 
on  any  created  being,  its  whole  desire,  aim,  and  oflice,  is  to  pro- 
mote the  welfare  and  secure  the  endless  happiness  of  every  mem- 
ber of  the  human  race.  Justice  is  the  great  corrective,  healing, 
and  restoring  power  in  the  Divine  Government.  It  is,  as  it  were, 
the  vast  Balance-wheel  of  the  Moral  Universe,  which  controls, 
equalizes  and  perfects  the  opei-ations  of  the  complex  machinery 
of  God's  Providence.  It  causes  all  things  to  move  on  harmoni- 
ously and  surely,  to  a  perfect  and  glorious  consummation  of  the 
interest  and  happiness  of  all  created  intelligences. 

As  I  have  already  remarked.  Justice  is  simply  Rigfit,  Its  daim 
is  that  all  wrong,  all  evil,  shall  be  remedied.  Its  office  is  to  see 
that  wrong  is  righted,  and  evil  remedied ! !  The  prosperity  and 
happiness  of  the  Universe  depends  on  the  prevalence  of  the  prin- 
ciples of  Righteousness  and  Ck»odnes8.  When  one  man  injures 
another,  in  person,  property,  or  reputation,  or  does  an  act  which 
IS  destructive  to  the  welfare  of  the  community,  he  violates  the 
principles  of  Righteousness  and  Goodness,  and  enacts  an  evil  and 
a  sin.  Now  it  is  the  province  of  Justice  to  coned  this  evii,  and 
restore  the  moral  harmony  which  it  interrupted.  This  it  imme- 
diately proceeds  to  do.     Not  by  mflicting  hke  injury,  for  a  like 
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parpooe,  on  the  guilty — not  by  adopting  the  sordid  principle  of 
Retaliation^  and  rendering  blow  for  blow  and  stripe  for  stripe. 
This  would  make  nothing  right — it  would  not  retrieve  the  injury, 
nor  restore  the  moral  harmony  interrupted.  It  would  make  every 
thing  worse !  But  it  adopts  a  wise  and  enlightened  course  of 
correction  and  instruction,  whereby  the  sinner  is  melted  to  contri- 
tion, made  deeply  to  deplore  his  wickedness,  and  most  trilling 
and  anxiotis  to  restore  four-fold,  if  need  be,  for  whatever  injury 
he  has  inflicted  on  his  neighbor  or  on  society.  When  this  is  done 
— when  the  sinner  is  brought  to  heartfelt  repentance,  and  made 
to  hate  his  crimes,  and  hate  all  wrong — and  when  he  has  done 
all  in  his  power  to  remove  the  evil  he  had  caused,  and  repay  all 
who  have  suffered  injury  from  him — then  the  scales  of  Justice 
are  balanced — moral  harmony  is  restored — the  injurer  and  injured 
are  reconciled,  Righteousness  and  Goodness  are  re-established,  and 
a  soul  is  SAVED  from  the  dominion  of  sin  and  darkness !  What- 
ever injury  is  inflicted  on  others,  which  the  injurer  has  no  power 
to  REMEDY,  however  willing  and  anxious  to  do  so,  Grod  has  re- 
served to  himself  the  privilege  to  repay  and  restore  from  the  infi- 
nite fulness  of  his  own  resources — as  a  wise  and  kind  Father 
will  draw  from  his  own  means  to  aid  his  repentant  son,  who 
strives  to  atone  for  some  wrong  deed  he  has  committed. 

The  processes  by  which  Justice  accomplishes  this  most  desirable 
and  glorious  work,  are  of  varied  descriptions.  It  is  not  confined  to 
one  particular  path ;  but  all  good,  salutary,  enlightening  influen- 
ces are  at  its  command.  Conscience  is  a  powerful  auxihary.  Its 
stings,  its  reproof,  its  upbraidings,  produce  mighty  effects  on  the 
guilty.  Where  Conscience  is  seared,  weak  or  undeveloped,  Jus- 
rice  inflicts  outward  stripes  and  pains.  Not  in  anger,  not  in  ha- 
tred, but  in  Love  !  to  induce  reflection,  and  mature  thought  in 
the  sinner  in  regard  to  his  evil  ways.  And  when  he  is  brought 
to  reflection,  this  awakens  and  strengthens  Conscience,  and  ena- 
bles it  to  accomplish  its  renovating  work  on  the  heart.  Justice 
at  the  same  time,  through  a  thousand  sources,  throws  light  and 
instruction  on  the  sinner's  mind,  in  regard  to  the  nature  of  trans- 
gression, and  its  evil  efl*ects  and  the  beauty  and  excellency  of 
Righteousness. 

This  work  is  not  often,  if  ever,  entirely  accomplished  in  this 
life,  in  regard  to  any  human  being.  The  present  world  is  but  a 
brief  introdxjuAum  to  that  endless  e^tence  which  is  hereafter. 
There  all  Jehovah's  plans  are  fully  consummated,  to  the  high  ad- 
miration of  every  intelligent  being !  The  field  of  Justice  extends 
to  the  future  world.  It  there  accomplishes  whatever  is  necessary 
to  complete  its  work.  There  its  claims  on  all  men,  will  be  event- 
ually fulfilled,  by  each  soul  being  brought  to  repentance  of  sin — 
the  injurer  and  the  injured  reconciled,  in  every  case  of  wron^ 
ever  transacted — ^and  all  brought  into  reconciliation  with  God  and 
obedience  to  his  government.     What  other  claims  than  that  ^^" 
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results  shall  be  attaiBed)  can  Justice  have  %  What  other  work 
can  come  within  its  sphere  %  To  say  that  it  demands  an  endless 
perpetuation  of  misery,  which  would  be  but  a  perpetuation  of  sin, 
would  be  contending  that  it  demands  its  own  claims  to  be  forever 
unfulfilled — its  own  work  uncompleted — ^its  entire  purposes  end- 
lessly frustrated !  This  is  a  self-contradiction.  Justice  will  prose- 
cute its  great  designs  with  infinite  energy,  until  its  aims  are  fuUy 
complete — ^until  all  wrong  is  riehted-^^iii  evil  remedied — all  sin 
anmhilaied — ^and  a  state  of  MoraJ  Harmony,  grand,  sublime,  beau- 
tiful, blissful,  shall  be  ushered  in  to  know  no  end  forever ! !  The 
evidence  of  all  this,  is  found  in  the  fact — simple,  yet  all-impor- 
tant in  its  nature — ^that  Justice  is  a  PERFECT  Attribute  of  a 
PERFECT  €rod.  Hence  all  its  operations,  its  influences,  and 
its  results,  must  be  characterized  by  its  own  perfection ! !  And 
moreover,  the  scriptures  fully  corroborate  this  view  of  the  suc- 
cessful operation  of  Justice,  which  is  one  of  the  most  important 
principles  in  the  Divine  Law,  in  the  declaration  of  the  Psalmist — 
"The  Law  of  the  Lord  is  PERFECT,  CONVERTING  the  soul." 
— (Ps.  xix.  7.)  The  Law—Grovernment — ^Justice-— of  the  Lord, 
being  PERFECT,  results  in  the  conversion  of  all  souls  over 
whom  it  is  exercised ! ! 

3.  Justice  between  the  Creator  and  the  creature,  requires  and 
will  secure,  the  everlasting  good  of  all  mankind.  Justice  not 
only  recognizes  God's  claims  on  man,  but  it  also  acknowledges 
that  man  has  claims  on  God.  It  throws  its  protecting  shield 
around  humanity,  and  defends  the  race  from  all  unnecessary  evil, 
as  a  consequence  of  their  existence.  We  may  believe  the  Creator 
sanctions  every  claim  which  man  can  have  upon  his  goodness,  his 
protection  and  care. — •*  Just  and  true  are  thy  ways,  thou  king  of 
saints." — (Rev.  xv.  3.)  When  unoifending  beings  are  entirely 
in  the  power  of  a  higher  personase,  who  can  dispose  of  them  as 
he  chooses.  Justice  demands  they  ^sill  not  be  placed  in  any  condi- 
tion where  he  who  decides  their  destiny  clearly  sees  irremediable 
wretchedness,  through  any  contingency  whatever  would  overtake 
them.  A  father  who  should  without  any  compulsion — without  any 
thing  moving  him  thereto,  but  his  own  will  and  pleasure — place 
his  child  on  tne  brink  of  a  precipice,  when  he  clearly /oresatr  that 
notwithstanding  all  his  commandments,  forewamings,  exhorta- 
tions and  entreaties,  he  would  blindly  precipitate  himself  there- 
from, and  be  dashed  to  atoftis — would  be  considered  devoid  of  the 
first  dictates  of  common  sense,  or  of  even  the  lowest  prompting 
of  humanity !  It  would  be  in  vain  for  him  to  plead  that  he  did 
not  compel  the  child  to  fall  from  the  precipice — that  he  allowed 
him  to  act  his  own  pleasure— that  he  forewarned  him  what  would 
be  the  consequences  of  approaching  the  verge— that  he  entreated 
him  by  every  thing  dear  and  sacred,  to  forbear,  and  not  place 
himself  in  so  perilous  an  attitude !  All  this  would  not  rid  bun  of 
the  solemn  charge  of  having  destroyed  his  own  child ;   because 
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lie  vduniarUy  placed  him  there,  kvowino  that  the  resnlt  of  that 
proceeding  would  be  the  death  of  the  child !  In  this  act  also,  the 
mther  would  violate  the  claims  of  Justice,  which  the  child  held 
vpon  him.  The  child  was  passive  in  the  hands  of  his  father 
-—he  was  not  allowed  his  own  chofke^  or  in  any  way  to  deter^ 
mine  whether  he  would  or  would  not,  be  placed  in  a  condition  so 
full  of  peril — he  could  exercise  no  foresight  as  to  what  would 
be  the  consequence  of  such  an  exposure,  and  when  placed  there, 
was  entirely  ignorant  of  the  disaster  that  would  ensue !  The 
father  foresaw  every  thing  that  would  transpire;  and  having 
the  child  within  his  control — ^being  able  to  do  whatever  he  pleas- 
ed— to  expose  him  to  such  a  danger,  or  keep  him  in  a  place  of 
perfect  security — the  simple  requirement  of  Justice  dictated,  that 
under  such  cireumstancesk,  he  should  not  put  at  hazard  a  stake  so 
precious  as  the  life  of  his  offspring  ! !  His  failure  to  guard  the 
welfare  of  one  thus  wholly  dependant  on  him,  was  a  marked  and 
nonstrous  violation  of  the  Arst  principles  of  Justice.  Apply  this 
illustration  to  our  subject. 

All  human  beings^  at  the  time  of  their  creation,  are  wholly  at 
die  disposal  of  Groa.  Their  destiny  depends  upon  the  circumstan- 
ces wluch  accompany  their  existence.  Deity  does  not  give  his 
creatures  the  privilege  of  exercising  any  choice^  whether  tney  will 
be  created  or  not.  He  allows  them  no  choice  as  to  the  time,,  or  the 
circum$tanc€8  of  their  creation — no  choice  respecting  the  world  in 
which  thev  should  exist — ^no  choice  in  regard  to  the  kind  of  beings 
they  should  be  made — no  choice  as  to  what  capacities,  passions 
or  propensities  they  should  be  endowed  with !  In  fine,  tney  haid 
not  the  slightest  choice,  voice,  or  influence,  in  the  whole  matter. 
There  they  were,  passive,  helpless,  UNCONSCIOUS,  in  the  hands 
of  God,  as  clay  with  the  potter ! !  The  Creator  acted  according 
to  his  own  pleasure,  in  the  entire  transaction.  He  was  under  no 
tompuhion  to  create,  but  was  perfectly  independent  of  all  beings, 
and  subject  to  no  influence,  except  such  as  originated  in  his  own 
nature.  And  when  of  his  own  accord,  he  determined  to  create, 
he  was  tit  full  liberty  to  form  his  creatures  at  such  time,  in  such  a 
world,  and  under  such  circumstances  as  he  preferred.  He  could 
create  them  angels,  or  men,  and  could  endow  them  with  such  pro- 
pensities and  capabilities  as  seemed  good  in  his  own  sight.  He 
could  make  such  thin^  dependent  on  their  actions  as  he  pleased, 
and  place  such  essentials  to  their  welfare  both  here  and  hereafter, ' 
beyond  all  contingency,  as  seemed  good  to  him.  He  could  peril 
their  final  destiny,  or  make  it  PERFECTLY  SECURE  at  his  own 
option !  Moreover,  his  all-seeing  Eye  beheld  what  would  be  the 
ultimate  condition  of  all  human  beings,  under  any  ^ven  class  of 
circumstances  in  which  they  should  he  placed  in  life.  He  fore- 
knew what  would  be  the  final  effect  of  placing  any  conditions  be- 
fore them,  or  endowing  them  with  any  agency  or  freedom.  He 
well  understood  precisely  what  would  result  in  the  everlasting 
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misery  of  his  creatures,  and  what  would  make  certain  their  final 
holiness  and  happiness. 

In  this  undeniable  view  of  the  case,  who  does  not  see  that  the 
final  condition  of  mankind,  depended  wholly  upon  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  Creator  should  give  them  being  ?  And 
now  allow  roe  to  inq^uire,  Would  Infinite  Justice  consent  that  God 
should  FORCE  sentient  beings  into  existence,  clearly  FORESEEN 
ING  that  through  any  contingency  whatever,  their  ultimate  doom 
would  be  ENDLESS  AGONY ! !  No  f  NO! !  If  we  have  the  slight- 
est conception  of  the  principles  of  Justice,  it  would  utter  its  sol- 
emn PROTEST  in  the  Councils  of  Heaven,  against  any  procedure 
of  this  description !  It  would  insist  that  passive,  unconscious 
creatures  had  committed  no  crime,  no  offence,  that  ought  justly  to 
subject  them  to  the  evii  of  being  created  with  such  a  doom  clearly 
'  foreseen  as  awaiting  them ! ! 

It  is  in  vain  to  say  that  the  creature  need  not  fall  into  endless 
woe — ^that  God  gave  him  power  and  opportunity  to  avoid  it,  if  he 
chose.  How  could  that  doom  be  avertea  when  the  Creator  clearly 
FORESAW  he  would  experience  it.  Such  an  event  cannot  take 
place  without  Jehovah  foresaw  it  from  the  beginning.  And  the 
fact  that  he  foresaw  it,  made  it  positive  from  eternity,  that  it  would 
take  place.  Whatever  ability  or  aeency  may  have  been  given  to 
the  creature,  those  whom  God  forcKnew  would  be  lost,  he  fore- 
knew also,  would  through  blindness,  ignorance,  imperfection 
or  sinfulness,  neglect  and  abuse  all  such  gifts,  and  fall  into  end- 
less blasphemy  and  ruin !  Justice^ would  forever  JORBID  that 
any  being  should  be  formed,  with  'such  a  destiny  foreseen  !  It 
would  insist  if  human  beings  could  not  be  created  without  final- 
ly being  plunged  into  eternal  despair,  that  they  should  be  al- 
lowed to  sleep  in  harmless  oblivion !  Why  should  a  wise  and 
merciful  God  create  at  all,  when  he  saw  the  existence  of  his 
creatures  would  terminate  so  disastrously — so  entirely  in  opposi- 
tion to  his  own  goodness  and  mercy,  and  the  wishes  of  all  good 
beings  ?  But  creating  man  for  his  own  pleasure,  and  making 
him  such  a  being  as  seemed  best  to  him,  plain  Justice— even- 
handed  Equity— 3emanded  that  God  should  not  allow  any  being 
to  become  an  endless  loser  by  his  existence.  Justice  would  insist 
that  he  should  so  create  man,  and  so  control  his  destiny,  that  it 
shall  result  in  permanent  good — in  securing  to  each  being  holi- 
ness and  bliss,  and  to  God  himself  the  obedience  and  love  of  all 
his  intelligent  offspring.  Thus  strict  Justice  requires  the  final 
happiness  of  all  men. 

Elder  Holmes  yesterday,  in  his  fourth  Reply,  made  a  desperate 
struggle  to  overthrow  my  argument  from  the  Love  of  God.  To 
do  this,  he  takes  positions  wnich  totally  rob  the  Creator  of  every 
particle  of  love,  or  of  all  love  that  possesses  any  activity,  eflicien- 
cy,  or  value  I  He  is  compelled  to  this  course,  in  order  to  weaken 
evidence  in  favor  of  Universal  Salvation,  which  legitimately  flows 
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from  Jehovah's  love.  Did  he  allow  there  was  hut  ONE  DROP 
of  pure  Love  in  the  Nature  of  the  Most  High,  it  would  prove  he- 
yond  evely  contingency,  the  truth  of  the  final  salvation  of  all 
men,  and  the  utter  falsity  of  the  Elder's  darling  tenet  of  Endless 
Wrath ! !  Hence  he  closes  his  eyes,  and  with  blind  fury,  drives 
''rough-shod"  over  scripture,  reason,  logic,  common  sense,  to 
show  that  there  is  NO  LOVE  in  Deity,  upon  which  a  human 
being  can  place  dependence  for  salvation.  In  the  very  tectk 
of  express  declarations  of  the  Bible,  he  virtually  contends  that 
Goi  docs  not  love  his  enemies — sinners — but  that  his  love  ex- 
tends only  to  friends  ;  those  who  love  him.  In  this  he  igno- 
rantly  reverses  the  position  established  by  the  Apostle — *'  We 
love  him  because  he  FIRST  loved  us" — (1  John  iv.  19)— and  vir- 
tually insults  St.  John,  by  telling  him  he  should  have  written, 
*•  He  loves  us,  because  we  first  loved  him ! !"  The  result  of  his 
description  of  God's  love,  is  that  it  is  only  that  selfish  and  misera- 
ble emotion,  which  was  cherished  by  the  publicans  of  old,  and 
which  so  justly  received  the  rebuke  of  the  Savior — ''If  ye  love 
them  [only]  which  love  you,  what  reward  have  ye?  Do  not 
even  the  pMicatis  the  same  V- — (Matt.  v.  46.) 

The  Elder  asserts  that  Love  is  not  an  attribute,  but  an  emotion  ; 
and  that  it  has  no  independent  existence.  Then  God  is  but  an 
emotion — and  has  no  independent  existence — for  "God  is  Love." 
Dr.  Payson  and  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  elevated  Love  to  the  dignity 
of  holding  the  hi<i^he8t  station  of  all  the  characteristics  of  Deity ; 
and  maintained  that  every  attribute  of  the  Creator,  had  birth  in 
bis  Love,  and  were  indeed,  but  varied  manifestations  of  Love. 
But  Elder  Holmes  drags  it  down  from  this  high  estate  and  tram- 
ples it  into  the  ignoble  condition,  so  far  as  its  existence  is  con- 
cerned, of  equality  with  the  brutal  passions  oifear  and  hatred!!/ 
He  declares  it  is  not  SAFE  to  build  an  argument  in  favor  of  sal- 
vation, upon  such  a  MERE  emotion  of  the  Divine  Mind,  as 
LOVE ! ! !  That  such  an  argument  bears  strongly  against  the 
safety  of  the  modern  orthodox  theorv»  is  undoubtedly  true.  But 
when  men  forsake  God's  love,  as  a  foundation  for  hope  of  salva- 
tion, will  our  friend  please  inform  the  audience  where  they  can 
rest  their  hopes  ?  Moreover,  Mr.  Holmes  informs  us  that  an  ar- 
gument from  the  Love  of  God  for  the  salvation  of  all  men,  *•  with- 
out regard  to  heir  moral  character,"  is  against  logic  and  philoso- 
phy. Very  well — who  builds  such  an  argument '?  I  have  not. 
My  position  is,  not  that  God  will  save  all  men  without  reference 
to  their  moral  character ;  but  that  his  love  will  prompt  him  to 
bring  all  men,  through  the  reign  of  Christ,  into  such  a  moral  and 
spiritual  condition,  as  will  fit  mem  for  the  enjoyment  of  his  pres- 
ence forever!  Why  will  mv  opponent  persist  in  giving  a  false 
coloring  to  my  views  1  All  the  advantage  he  seeks  to  gain  in 
this  discussion,  is  upon  distorted  representations  of  my  positions. 
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He  asserts  that  the  scriptures  hs  wmtivdy  Aecl^re  that  *'€rod  is 
a  consuming  fire,"  as  that  he  is  "  Love  f"  Let  us  give  this  posi- 
tion a  brief  notice.  The  scriptures  repeatedly  assert  that  "God 
is  Love'' — they  declare  his  love  extends  to  all — and  to  describe 
the  impartiality,  boundlessness,  and  eternity  of  that  love,  is  one 
of  the  favorite  topics  of  the  divine  writers.  Hence  to  believe  as 
my  friend  is  evidently  striving  to  make  you,  that  the  Bible  ur^es 
with  equal  emphasis,  and  as  of  equal  importance,  the  assertion 
that  "  6od  is  a  consumine  fire,*'  is  to  magnify  the  latter  declara- 
tion into  an  importance  which  it  was  never  designed  to  nossess. 
What  does  my  learned  opponent  understand  by  the  declaration 
under  consideration  ?  What  does  €rod  consume  as  a  "  fire  V* 
Human  beings?  his  own  diildren?  How  abhorrent  the  doctrine ! 
The  Elder  does  not  like  to  assert  this,  in  so  many  words ;  but  he 
insinuates  such  an  idea,  in  quoting  the  passage  for  the  purpose  he 
has.  If  he  really  believes  the  Creator  Durns  up  his  onspring,  as 
the  savages  do  their  enemies,  we  have  a  rare  specimen  of  his  in- 
telligence. If  he  does  not  believe  this,  and  yet  quotes  the  pas- 
saee  with  the  object  of  conveying  such  an  impression  to  the  unen-. 
lightened  i)ortion  of  the  audience,  he  affords  us  a  still  rarer  spe- 
cimen of  his  candor  !  What  should  be  understood  by  the  decla- 
ration that  "God  is  a  consuming  fire?" — (Heb.  xii.  29.)  It  is 
simply  a  phrase  indicative  of  God's  power  and  enerey  in  detect- 
ing and  destroying  all  the  schemes  oi  the  wicked,  and  in  bringing 
them  to  a  just  punishment — which  punishment  shall  result  in 
burning  up,  destroying,  all  iniquity  and  error,  and  in  the  cleans- 
ing of  the  guilty  from  every  immorality.  The  whole  scope  of 
this  kind  of  phraseology  is  given  us  by  St.  Paul,  in  his  use  of  a 
similar  figure. — "  For  other  foundation  can  no  man  lay  than  that 
is  laid,  wnich  is  Jesus  Christ.  Now  if  any  man  build  upon  this 
foundation,  gold,  silver,  precious  stones,  wood,  hay,  stubble ;  ev- 
ery man's  work  shall  be  made  manifest,  for  the  day  shall  declare 
it,  because  it  shall  be  revealed  by  fire ;  and  the  Jfrc  shall  try  every 
man's  work,  of  what  sort  it  is.  If  any  man's  work  abide  which 
he  hath  built  thereupon,  he  shall  receive  a  reward.  If  any  man's 
work  shall  be  burned^  he  shall  suffer  loss ;  but  he  himself  shall 
be  SAVED;  yet  so  as  by  firer—{\  Cor.  iii.  11-15,)  Origen, 
one  of  the  most  learned  and  eminent  of  the  Christian  Fathers  in 
the  third  century,  in  the  following  extract  from  his  works,  gives 
us  his  view  of  the  meaning  of  the  declaration  that  "  God  is  a  con- 
suming fire,'*  and  like  scriptural  phraseolgy.  And  there  is  the 
best  01  reason  for  the  belief  that  Origen  imbibed  his  sentiments  on 
this  subject,  directly  from  the  immediate  successors  of  the  Apos- 
tles.   He  says : — 

"The  sacred  scriptures  do  indeed  call  our  God  a  consuming 
fire ;  and  say  that  rivers  of  fire  go  before  his  face^  and  that  he 
shall  come  as  a  refiner's  fire,  and  as  fuller's  soap,  and  purify  the 
the  people.    As  therefore,  God  is  a  consuming  fire,  what  is  that 
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to  be  consumed  by  him  ?  We  say  it  is  wickedness,  and  whatever 
proceeds  from  it,  such  as  is  figuratively  called  wood,  hay,  stub- 
Die;  these  are  what  €rod  in  the  character  of  fire,  consumes.  And 
it  is  evidently  the  wicked  works  of  a  man  which  are  denoted  by 
the  terms  wood,  hay,  and  stubble;  it  is  consequentlv  easy  to  un> 
derstand  what  is  the  nature  of  that  fire  bv  which  they  are  to  be 
consumed.  Says  the  Apostle,  the  fire  shall  try  every  man^s  work, 
of  what  sort  it  is.  If  any  one's  work  abide  which  he  hath  built, 
he  shall  receive  a  reward.  If  any  one's  work  be  burned,  he  shall 
sufi^  loss." 

The  Ehler  informs  us  that  the  Bible  declares  "  it  is  a  fearful 
thing  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  living  God.'' — (Heb.  x.  31.) 
Do  the  audience  perceive  the  object  for  which  he  is  hunting  up 
these  passages  of  scripture  1  It  is  to  infuse  doubt  in  your  minds 
in  regard  to  the  love  of  God — ^to  make  you  fear  that  God  hates  in- 
stead of  loves — in  other  words,  to  find  something  that  shall  con^ 
tradict  the  assertion  of  St.  John,  that  *^God  is  Love!" — (1  John 
iv.  8.)  He  would,  as  far  as  he  dare,  destroy  the  influence  of  the  in- 
spired Apostle,  and  induce  you  to  believe  God  IS  NOT  Love !  It 
is  truly  a  fearful  thing  for  the  wicked  to  fall  into  the  hands  of  the 
living  God.  Why*?  Not  because  his  love  is  withdrawn  from 
them,  but  because  he  inflicts  condign  punishment  upon  them,  and 
by  a  process,  severe  and  trying,  but  salutary^  brings  them  at 
length  to  a  heartfelt  repentance  of  their  sins.  The  infliction  of 
pain,  is  ever  fearful  to  him  who  endures  it,  however  beneficial 
the  object.  It  is  a  fearful  thing  for  a  wounded  man  to  fall  into 
the  hands  of  a  surgeon,  to  have  a  joint  set,  or  a  limb  amputated. 
Yet  he  knows  the  physician  is  his  friend,  and  that  the  pain  is  de- 
signed for  his  good ! 

Air.  Holmes  says  he  does  not  believe  the  declaration  of  the 
scriptures,  that  '^  God  is  Love,"  is  to  be  taken  in  an  absolute  sense ! 
So  any  one  would  judge  from  the  positions  he  assumes,  and  the 
doctrines  he  defends.  There  is  a  very  weighty  reason  why  he 
should  seek  to  weaken  the  strength  of  this  important  declaration, 
and  throw  around  it  all  the  doubt  and  suspicion  possible.  For 
when  received  only  in  its  most  plain  and  obvious  sense,  it  utterly 
annihilates  the  doctrine  of  the  endless  perpetuity  of  sin  and  mis- 
ery, and  proves  to  a  demonstration,  the  final  happiness  of  all 
mankind.  Did  I  deem  it  my  duty  to  defend  the  doctrines  my 
friend  advocates,  I  would  strive  to  thrust  aside  and  overthrow  if 
possible,  a  declaration  so  Omnipotent  in  its  weight  and  influence, 
as  the  three  inspired  words  of  St.  John—" GOD  IS  LOVE!!" 
Bot  who  so  weak-minded  among  the  people,  as  to  be  deceived  by 
his  futile  attempts  to  neutralize  the  weight  of  this  passage  1  There 
it  stands  so  plain  that  a  child  can  comprehend  it,  and  yet  so 
miffhty  that  all  the  arts  of  sophistry  cannot  overturn  it ! 

In  my  argument  on  the  Love  of  God,  I  introduced  an  eloquent 
extract  irom  Dr.  Payson,  in  which  he  declares  that  the  Father  of 
10* 
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Spirits  *^  can  do  nothing  but  LOVE ! ! !"  But  Elder  Holmes  insists 
God  can  cherish  other  emotions  for  man,  than  love — that  his  feel- 
ings towards  the  evil,  are  different  from  those  he  entertains  for 
the  good.  The  Elder  also  points  to  the  earthquake  and  pestilence, 
and  inquires  what  these  things  mean  1  If  Deity  cherishes  a  dif- 
ferent feeling  than  /or«,  for  any  created  thing,  that  feeling  must 
be  hatred!    With  such  a  being  as  God,  there  can  be  no  medium 

f  round  between  love  and  hatred — no  state  of  indifference,  parta- 
ing  neither  the  character  of  love  nor  hatred.  He  must  either 
love  men  or  hate.  And  to  say  God  does  not  love  them,  is  equiva- 
lent to  asserting  he  hates  them.  This  is  the  position  occupied  by 
my  friend.  He  does  not  like  to  declare  in  so  many  words,  the 
abhorrent  thought  that  the  Creator  HATES  his  own  ofispring. 
But  he  says  that  which  can  mean  nothing  else,  in  insisting  that 
God  possesses  other — <i.  e.  opposite — )  feelings  than  lave,  for  men. 
This  is  one  of  those  instances,  of  which  we  have  had  frequent 
specimens  during  this  discussion,  in  which  Elder  Holmes  for  the 
purpose  of  influencine  the  more  ignorant  portion  of  the  audience, 
covertly  insinuates  that  which  he  dare  not  assert  !f  It  is  true, 
our  Maker  approbates  the  good,  and  disapprobates  the  sinful.  But 
this  disappobation  does  not  destroy  his  love  for  the  wicked.  Ev- 
ery parent  may  know  this,  when  he  reflects  that  although  he  dis- 
approbates the  conduct  of  his  disobedient  son,  yet  he  does  not 
cease  to  love  him.  That  God  loves  the  sinful,  is  one  of  the  fun- 
damental doctrines  of  Christianity.  Has  not  my  friend  yet  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  even  this  simple  truth  ?  St.  Paul  speaks  of 
the  "GREAT  LOVE  wherewith  God  loved  us,  even  when  we  were 
dead  in  sins!" — (Eph.  ii.  4,  5.) 

I  have  shown  how  materially  Mr.  Holmes  differs  from  Dr.  Pay- 
son  in  regard  Grod's  love.  Let  us  see  whether  he  agrees  any  bet- 
ter with  his  own  Dr.  Adam  Clarke.  "  Chd  is  Love.  An  Infinite 
Fountain  of  Benevolence,  and  Beneficence  to  evert  human  be- 
ing. He  CANNOT  HATE,  because  he  is  LOVE! !  He  causes 
his  sun  to  rise  on  the  evil  and  the  good ;  and  sends  his  rain  on 
the  just  and  the  unjust.  He  has  made  no  human  bein^for  per- 
dition ]  nor  ever  rendered  it  impossible,  by  any  necessitating  de- 
cree, for  any  fallen  soul  to  find  mercy.  He  has  given  the  fullest 
proof  of  his  love  to  the  whole  human  race,  by  the  incarnation  of 
nis  Son,  who  tasted  death  for  every  man.  How  can  a  decree  of 
absolute,  unconditional  reprobation  of  the  greater  part,  or  any  part 
of  the  human  race,  stand  in  the  presence  of  such  a  text  as  tnis  ? 
It  has  been  well  observed  that  although  God  is  holy,  just,  right- 
eous, &c.,  he  is  never  called  Holiness,  Justice,  &c^  in  the  abstract, 
as  he  is  here  called  Love.  This  seems  to  be  the  ESSENCE  of 
the  Divine  Nature,  and  all  other  Attributes  to  be  only  modifica- 
tions of  this !" — (Dr.  C.onl  John  iv.  8.)  Behold  the  position  of 
the  parties  on  this  subject.  Dr.  Payson  declares  God  can  do  nothing 
butiove^'Di.  Clarke  asserts  that  ^'he  cannot  hate  r^^Bui  Elder 
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Holmes  contends  he  can  do  something  besides  love — he  can  bate  ! 
Here  we  have  Edward  Payson,  D.  D.  and  Adam  Clarke,  D.  D. 
venw  DsLvid  Holmes,  A.  M. 

My  friend  has  called  our  attention  to  earthquakes,  storms,  and 
tornadoes,  to  famine,  {pestilence,  the  cholera,  and  the  destruction 
of  the  antediluvians,  with  an  intent  to  show  that  Grod  is  not  Love, 
or  that  he  can  hate  as  well  as  love .  All  these  calamities  and  con- 
Tulsions  he  introduces  as  evidence  that  he  is  filled  with  wrath  and 
hatred  towards  the  wicked.  Whither  is  my  opponent  tending  % 
Does  he  not  know  that  in  his  phrenzied  efforts  to  destroy  the  love 
of  God,  he  has  wandered  into  the  grossest  notions  of  the  benight- 
ed heathen?  The  earthquake,  the  thunder,  the  whirlwind,  the 
pestilence,  are  viewed  by  the  ignorant  Hindoo,  the  poor  Indian, 
as  evidence  that  their  gods  are  angrt  and  full  of  hatred  ;  and 
forthwith  they  fly  to  conceal  themselves  until  their  wrath  is  past, 
or  haste  to  oner  some  sanguinary  sacrifice  to  appease  their  exci- 
ted fury ! !  In  the  Dark  Ages,  when  the  civilized  world  was 
plungea  into  the  deepest  ignorance,  similar  notions  crept  into  the 
church  of  Christ,  respecting  the  proceedings  of  the  true  God. 
Hence  the  origin  of  prayers,  and  fasts,  and  various  ceremonies  to 
appease  the  supposed  anger  of  the  Deity,  in  the  midst  of  great  ca- 
lamities !  But  It  could  hardly  have  been  anticipated,  that  in  this 
enlightened  age — in  the  middle  of  the  Nineteenth  Century — a 
clergyman  could  be  found,  holding  a  high  station  in  the  ranks  of 
the  Evangelical,  who  would  resort  even  in  so  great  an  extremity 
and  distress  as  my  friend  is,  to  these  heathen  notions,  to  prove 
that  God  hates  his  creatures !  I  have  before  asserted,  that  the 
distinctive  features  of  modem  orthodoxy,  were  drawn  from  Pagan 
mythology,  and  here  we  have  another  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the 
assertion.  Return  mv  friend — I  beg  you,  for  the  sake  of  consis- 
tency— return  somewhere  within  the  limits  of  Christianity  to  ob- 
tain your  arguments — If  not  to  find  any  that  will  be  of  more  avail, 
at  least  return  for  the  sake  of  supporting  in  some  degree,  the  dig- 
nity of  our  discussion ! ! 

When  the  whirlwind  rushes  over  the  earthy  prostrating  all 
things  in  its  course— or  the  black  cloud  arises  in  tne  west,  caus- 
ing the  hills  and  valleys  to  reverberate  with  its  awful  voice — 
flashing  forth  its  vivid  lightnings — crashing  rock,  tree,  edifice, 
with  its  terrific  thunder-bolt — the  heart  of  man  is  filled  with  awe 
at  the  mighty  goings  forth  of  God  in  nature !  To  the  ignorant, 
these  movements  appear  the  indications  of  anger  in  Him  who 
*^  rideth  on  the  whirlwind  and  directeth  the  storm .^'  But  to  the 
intelligent  mind,  to  the  student  of  nature,  who  has  investigated 
the  operations  of  the  physical  laws  of  the  world,  these  movements 
furnish  the  strongest  evidence  of  the  benevolence  and  love  of  na- 
ture's God.  He  sees  in  them  a  purpose  characterized  by  the  ut- 
most wisdom  and  beneficence — ^a  desig^  to  cleanse  the  atmosphere 
of  the  noxious  vapor,  the  deadly  miasma — ^to  furnish  a  fresh, 
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pure,  inTigarating  and  healthful  element  for  man  and  beast  to  in- 
hale— and  to  water  the  earth  with  genial  showers,  that  it  majr 
bud  and  blossom,  and  ^^  bring  forth  seed  for  the  sower  and  bread 
for  the  eater!" 

In  a  similar  light,  and  for  similar  uses,  should  famine,  pesti- 
lence, the  destruction  of  cities  and  nations,  be  riewed.  They  sub- 
serve the  same  purposes  in  the  moral  atmosj^e  of  human  society 
on  earth,  as  the  thunder-storm  and  whirlwind  in  the  physical  at- 
mosphere. In  the  way  of  examples,  warnings,  admonitions,  and 
all  the  thousand  influences  which  they  exert,  they  cleanse  the 
moral  atmosphere — bum  up.  as  it  were,  the  poisonous  miasma  of 
wickedness — restore  a  just  equilibrium.in  the  moral  elements — 
and  furnish  for  the  time  being,  a  pure  atmosphere  for  the  world  ^ 
Is  it  inquired,  what  becomes  of  men,  of  nations,  thus  destroyed  ? 
Follow  out  the  analogy.  What  becomes  of  the  unhealthy  mala- 
ria when  removed  from  the  atmosphere  by  the  tornado  or  the 
thunder-storm?  Is  it  destroyed?  Not  in  the  least.  But  it  is 
changed  in  all  its  relations — it  enters  into  new  and  more  fitting 
combinations ;  and  through  this  transformation,  that  which  before 
was  poisonous,  becomes  pure  and  healthful.  So  of  those  individ- 
uals, communities,  or  racesi  whom  God  removes  through  great 
and  terrific  calamities,  to  cleanse  the  moral  air  of  our  world  ? 
They  are  not  destroyed.  A  ttjop  God  would  not  create  that  which 
he  foresaw  it  would  be  necesRry  for  him  to  destroy.  The  very 
process  by  which  he  removes  them  to  another  existence,  is  one 
of  the  agencies  through  which  he  purifies  them,  while  by  their 
temporal  calamity,  he  is  purifying  the  earth !  In  another  state 
of  being,  they  are  placed  under  hi^er  influences — they  form  new 
and  holier  associations — they  are  instructed  with  heavenly  knowl- 
edge— their  minds  are  enlightened,  their  hearts  cleansed — and  thus 
they  are  fitted  to  go  up  to  still  holier  and  happier  scenes — until 
at  length  they  become  worthy  to  worship  with  angels  before  the 
Throne  of  Omnipotent  Love ! ! 

Elder  Holmes  inquires  whether  God^s  love  is  not  as  strong  now  as 
it  ever  will  be  ?  And  he  insists  that  as  his  love  does  not  now  make 
all  men  happy,  it  never  will  produce  that  efi*ect !  Is  my  friend 
blind—- or  stubborn — or  in  an  utter  extremity — that  he  persists 
in  urging  again  and  again,  an  argument  which  is  entirely  destruc- 
tive to  his  own  hopes  of  salvation  ?  An  argument  too,  the  fal- 
lacy of  which  has  oeen  repeatedly  shown  during  this  discussion. 
God's  love  does  not  save  Elder  Holmes,  nor  any  of  his  Evangel- 
ical co-laborers,  from  sin,  and  imperfection,  nor  make  them  per- 
fectly happy,  in  this  life;  and  as  his  love  is  as  strong  now  as  it 
ever  will  be,  it  will  never  save  them  from  the  ills  and  evils  of  this 
existence.  Crod's  love  is  as  strong  now  as  it  will  be  hereaher, 
and  yet  it  allows  the  pious  to  endure  crosses,  trials  and  tribula- 
tions, while  it  permits  the  wicked,  according  to  the  partialist  doc- 
trine, to  enjoy  life  in  high  glee,  experiencing  so  much  luppineas 
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that  ihej  do  not  know  eren  when  they  are  punished ! !  Hence  all 
these  things  will  be  precisely  so  hereafter  and  forever !  How  does 
my  friend  relish  his  logic  when  applied  to  himself !  Let  him  test 
his  argument  by  men's  proceedings.  A  father  loves  his  son  as 
much  at  five  years  of  age^  as  he  will  at  twenty-one.  But  he  does 
not  establish  him  in  business  at  five,  hence  we  must  conclude  he 
will  not  at  twenty-one ! !  Take  another  illustration — God*s  iw- 
dom  is  as  great  when  the  green  blade  of  wheat  springs  from  the 
earth,  as  it  will  ever  be.  Yet  it  does  not  cause  that  blade  then 
to  produce  the  well-loaded  head,  hence  he  will  never  allow  it  to 
become  ripened  for  the  sickle  ^  Is  this  the  "  deep  water''  of  par- 
tialism  ?  Need  I  again  remind  my  friend  and  the  audience,  that 
all  Grod's  works  and  providences  are  progressive  ?  His  love  is  as 
strong  at  one  time  as  another ;  for  ^^he  can  do  nothing  but  Love,*' 
says  Dr.  Payson.  But  he  has  times  and  seasons  for  the  bestow- 
v^nt  of  all  his  gifts  on  his  dependent  creatures.  He  will  grant 
each  favor  at  the  proper  moment.  The  river  of  his  Love,  as  man- 
ifested toward  meut  will  ^udually  increase  its  volume  in  width 
and  depth,  until  it  becomes  a  mighty  stream  that  ^^  no  man  can 
cross  over."  in  which  a  universe  can  bathe  their  souls,  and  wash 
away  all  their  contaminations! 

Mr.  Holmes  charges  Universalists  with  representing  God  as 
"M«  basest  of  all  hypocrites'^  in  first  making  it  absolutely  necessa- 
ry for  men  to  sin,  and  then  commanding  them  not  to  sin,  and  pun- 
ishing those  who  do  sin  !  The  audience  cannot  fail  to  see  the 
groundlessness  of  this  charge.  His  argument  to  support  it  affords 
as  rare  a  specimen  as  the  annals  of  controversy  can  show,  of  a 
reckless  assumption  of  false  premises — a  charging  upon  an  oppo- 
nent positions  which  he  has  never  taken,  and  then  reasoning  from 
these  false  premises  and  positions,  as  though  they  were  trtie/  If 
any  system  that  the  crazy  imagination  of  man  ever  invented  on 
earth,  charges  Deity  with  kymocrisy,  it  is  that  to  which  Elder 
Holmes  is  himself  wedded.  It  acknowledges  that  God  foresees 
and  foreknows  all  things  that  can  take  place  throughout  time  and 
eternity.  He  knows  when  he  places  terms  before  his  creatures 
whether  they  will  accept  them,  or  reject  them.  Yet  the  gentle- 
man's theology  declares  that  Deity  has  affixed  certain  conditions 
to  salvation — that  he  is  willing  and  anxious  that  his  creatures 
should  assent  to  them — ^nay,  exnorts,  urges,  entreats,  them  to  flee 
from  the  wrath  to  come,  and  comply  with  the  terms  of  salvation 
— tells  them  they  can  comply,  and  that  eternal  happiness  shall  be 
the  reward  of  their  compliance — and  yet  all  the  time,  foresaw 
and  FOREKKEw,  thuat  they  would  never  comply! ! — ^foreknew  when 
he  made  the  creature,  that  he  would  not  fulfil  the  terms  of  salva- 
tion— ^foreknew  when  he  arranged  the  terms,  that  the  creature 
would  not  accept  of  them ! ! !  And  a  man  contending  for  such  a 
theory,  charges  Universalists  with  making  God  a  hypocrites 
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This  charge  is  destitute  of  even  a  shadow  of  truth.  We  do 
not  assert  that  God  has  made  it  necessary  for  men  to  sin,  or  that 
he  wUh  and  compels  them  to  sin.  Nor  do  we  take  any  ground 
from  which  such  an  inference  can  justly  be  drawn.  I  have  re- 
•eatedly  stated  our  views  on  this  subject,  and  yet  as  repeatedly 
as  my  opponent  continued  his  misrepresentations.  We  believe 
that  for  wise  and  good  purposes,  the  Creator  was  pleased  to  cause 
man^s  endless  existence  to  commence  in  the  midst  of  imperfection 
— with  a  body  subject  to  vanity — or  as  St.  Paul  expresses  it — 
"  We  have  this  treasure  in  kajithen  [frail,  imperfect]  vessels, 
that  the  excellency  of  the  power  may  be  of  God,  and  not  of  us.*' 
— (2  Cor.  iv.  7.)  We  believe  that  he  endowed  man  with  Moral 
Freedom^  which  involves  not  a  necessity^  but  a  liability  to  sin — 
That  as  a  consequence  of  his  condition  and  his  gifts,  he  was  m  a 
state  of  exposure  to  temptation  and  wrong ;  but  3iat  there  was  no 
necessity,  no  compulsion,  resting  on  him,  to  make  him  sin — ^there 
was  no  capacity  or  faculty  of  body  or  mind,  that  unavoidably  led 
him  to  the  commission  of  wickedness.  He  had  sufficient  pother 
given  to  resist  all  temptation,  and  control  all  his  passions,  so 
that  he  could  be,  as  was  the  Savior,  **  tempted  in  all  things,  and 
yet  without  sin !  '^  He  was  made  free  to  obey  or  disobey,  as  he 
might  choose.  And  from  this  freedom  grows  his  responsibility  !  f 
Viewing  the  subject  in  this  light,  God  could,  with  gr4»at  propriety  | 
forbid  him  to  sin — and  advise,  urge,  exhort  him,  not  to  give  way 
to  temptation ! ! — He  could  also  with  the  utmost  consistency  and 
justice,  when  he  fell  into  sin,  punish  him  for  his  wrong  doing,  to 
turn  him  from  his  evil  ways,  and  bring  him  into  obedience  and 
love ! !  Here  is  where  Universalists  stand  on  this  subject.  Hence 
all  intelligent  minds  will  see,  that  the  Elder's  argument  so  full  of 
display  and  flourish  to  prove  that  we  make  God  a  hypocrite,  van- 
ishes mto  thin  air ;  and  that  the  three  horns  of  his  boasted  dilem- 
ma, effect  no  other  mischief  than  to  gore  to  the  vitals  of  his  own 
system ! 

Having  given  our  opinion  on  the  subject  of  man^s  imperfec- 
tion, let  me  call  upon  my  opponent  to  assume  the  responsibility 
of  laying  before  us  his  explanation.  Will  he  inform  us  how  Dew 
ty  could  bestow  moral  freedom  on  an  intelligent  beine,  without 
involving  a  liability  to  sin  ?  Man's  subjection  to  imperfection  and 
exposure  to  temptation,  must  have  been  either  in  accordance  with 
God's  will,  or  in  opposition  to  it.  If  in  opposition,  as  Elder 
Holmes  contends,  then  his  Will  has  been  frustrated.  If  the  Crea- 
tor's Will  has  been  frustrated  in  one  respect,  will  he  show  us 
why  it  may  not  in  another,  and  all  respects  %  Will  he  instruct 
us  why  it  may  not  be  frustrated  in  its  plans  to  make  any  of  his 
creatures  happy  in  another  world  *?  I  hope  he  will  also  tell  us 
upon  what  foundation  he  places  his  trust  for  future  ajid  endlese 
felicity,  if  Crod's  will  and  purpose  can  be  overthrown  !  And  more- 
let  him  not  forget  to  t^ich  us  the  meaning  of  the  Bible  dec- 
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feratioii— "  He  DOETH  according  to  hi«  Will,  in  the  amy  of 
hearen,  and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth ;  and  NONE  can 
stay  his  hand,  or  say  unto  him,  What  doest  thou  1" — (Dan.  iv.  35.) 
And  also  the  meaning  of  the  Apostle's  language — ^He  "worketh 
ALL  THINGS  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  WiU!"--(Eph.  i.  11.) 

The  Elder  insists  that  according  to  Universalism  God  had  nei- 
ther the  Wisdom  nor  the  Potter  to  make  men  holy  and  happy  with* 
ont  first  making  them  nnful,  I  deny  this  in  toto.  We  insist 
there  were  an  infinite  ranety  of  ways  in  which  Jehovah  could 
have  made  his  creatures  holy  and  happy,  had  he  thought 
proper ;  but  for  reasons  approbated  by  his  unerring  Wisdom  and 
nis  impartial  Love,  he  was  pleased  to  adopt  that  plan  which  at 
first  ushers  us  into  existence  in  the  midst  of  temporary  imper- 
fection, but  which  leads  eventually  to  glory,  immortality  and  end- 
less felicity! 

He  maintains  it  is  not  the  duration  of  punishment  which  makes 
it  an  evily  but  its  nature — and  that  if  punishment  is  right  in  its 
nature,  it  cannot  be  wrong  in  its  duration  f  Here  IS  logic ! !  If 
I  administer  the  right  kind  of  punishment  to  my  child  for  one 
moment,  then,  upon  this  hypothesis,  it  would  not  be  wrong  for 
me  to  inflict  the  same  punishment  on  him  during  his  whole  life  ! ! 
Need  a  word  more  be  said  on  this  fallacy  ? 

Mr.  Holmes  entered  apon  a  long,  duU  and  tedious  argument 
this  morning,  on  the  government  of  God.  Much  of  it  was  entire- 
ly irrelevant,  because  it  involved  principles  which  are  not  in  dis- 
cussion between  us — principles  which  we  both  admit.  It  was 
an  essay,  in  which  every  thing  was  asserted  and  nothing  proved^ 
rather  than  an  Argtment,  where  evidence  is  introduced  to  support 
the  propositions  laid  down.  I  wish  the  audience  distinctly  to 
notice,  that  throughout  the  whole  of  this  essay,  he  pays  not  the 
slightest  attention  to  my  Argument  on  the  Government  of  God , 
which  was  introduced  in  my  first  speech  on  this  question.  He  is 
totally,  studiously  and  INTENTIONALLY  silent  in  regard  to 
that  Argument.  Now  there  is  a  reason  for  this  course  of  pro- 
ceedure  ;  and  a  reason  so  obvious  that  none  can  mistake  it.  He 
was  perfectly  aware  that  he  could  not  weaken  a  single  proposi- 
tion in  that  Argument ;  {ind  hence  he  dare  not  attempt  it.  I  laid 
down  in  the  Argument  on  God's  government,  and  proved  by  a 
plain,  straight-forward,  logical  deduction,  and  by  poiidVe  scrip- 
ture testimony,  the  following  propositions :  1.  Jehovah  is  a  Sove- 
reign. 2.  m  has  established  a  Government  over  all  mankind. 
3.  His  Grovemment  is  designed  for  a  specific  object.  4.  That  ob- 
ject is  the  permanent  establishment  of  the  GOOD  of  each  and  every 
being  overjwhom  it  is  exercised.  5.  God  is  perfect — his  govern- 
ment is  perfect :  and  in  its  final  results  it  will  bring  all  men  to  a 
state  of  perfect  holiness  and  happiness !  To  these  well  established 
facts,  Elder  Holmes  makes  no  response — can  make  no  re^ly-^-can 
urge  no  objection !    He  yields  the  ground  in  regard  to  them — 
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gives  them  into  my  possession,  and  thus  virttially  assents  to  their 
truth.  This  alone  decides  the  discussion.  That  argument  proves 
beyond  the  reach  of  doubt,  the  ultimate  holiness  ana  happiness  of 
all  mankind.  My  opponent  does  not  deny  it,  and  in  tact  thus 
abandons  the  negative  of  the  question. 

Instead  of  meeting  and  attempting  to  confute  my  Argument  on 
the  Grovervment  of  God»  Mr.  Holmes  adroitly  and  with  great  dis- 
play of  logical  terms,  and  much  useless  verbiage,  goes  into  an  es- 
say on  God's  government.  As  I  have  already  remarked,  this  essay 
has  no  direct  and  positive  bearing  on  the  question  in  discussion. 
It  neither  strengthens  his  position,  nor  weakens  mine.  So  useless, 
far  off,  and  strange,  is  his  train  of  remarks,  that  he  absolutely  enters 
into  a  course  of  reasoning,  to  prove  as  against  me,  that  which  I 
have  already  admitted  from  the  commencement  of  this  discussion, 
viz.  man's  moral  freedom.  Our  hearers  will  bear  me  witness,  that 
durinjBp  our  investigation  of  both  questions  which  have  engaged  our 
attention,  I  have  from  the  beginning,  recognized  man  as  a  free 
moral  agents  and  that,  indeed,  many  of  my  propositions,  rest  on 
the  fact,  which  I  again  and  again  distinctly  asserted,  that  moral 
freedom  is  given  to  man.  And  yet  the  Eider  so  stultifies  himself, 
as  to  laboriously  attempt  to  prove  that  which  is  one  of  the  funda- 
mental principles  in  my  whole  theory.     Is  the  man  stone  blind  ? 

All  he  says  in  regard  to  irresistible  Fate,  or  a  gowrnment  of  Ne- 
cessity, is  ume  and  strength  wasted.  It  has  no  bearing  against 
Universalism.  We  are  no  more  believers  in  Fate  or  Necessity,  than 
are  the  Methodists,  nor  half  so  much  as  my  friend's  Calvinisttc 
brethren.  Nor  can  any  deduction  leading  to  Fate  or  Necessity,  be 
drawn  from  our  doctrines.  We  believe,  while  man  is  free,  God 
is  the  Sovereign  Ruler  of  the  Universe.  He  has  purposed  and 
willed  to  bring  all  his  creatures  to  a  state  of  holiness  and  happi- 
ness. The  Right  and  the  Power  is  his,  to  do  his  Will  on  earth 
and  in  heaven.  His  design  respecting  his  creatures,  he  will  in  his 
own  time,  triumphantly  and  perfectly  accomplish.  But  so  far  from 
doing  this  by  subjecting  his  creatures  to  an  iron  Necessity,  and  ma- 
king mere  machines  of  them,  he  will  accomplish  it,  as  one  of  his 
means  through  man*s  freedom  -•that  very  freedom  shall  form  one 
of  the  steps  by  which  the  creature  shall  approach  the  Creator  in 
vol  unlarv  obedience  a:"  *  /e !  The  accomplishment  of  such  a 
work,  tbi||^h  such  instrumentalities,  is  one  of  the  highest  glories 
of  God*S-iimite  wisJora  !  ! 

These  remarks  affoni  an  abundant  reply  to  all  my  friend  has  said 
in  regard  to  the  characterintics  of  a  moral  government.  There  is, 
however,  one  point  he  labored  to  establish,  which  is  of  a  remarka- 
ble character.  He  contended  that  there  is  a  wide  distinction  be- 
tween a  Moral  government  and  a  Paternal  government — that  a 
Mora)  governineni  developes  all  the  moral  Attributes  of  God,  while 
a  Paternal  government  was  based  only  on  one  Attribute  of  the 
sodhead,  viz.  Patxrmity. 
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Mr.  Houcks. — ^Not  an  Attribute,  but  a  result. 

Mr*  Austin. — My  friend  used  the  word  ••  Attribute.**  If  Pater- 
nity is  not  an  Attribute  of  God,  then  in  no  sense  can  he  be  the  Fa- 
ther of  a  created  being.  The  distinction  attempted  to  be  diawn  be- 
tween a  Moral  and  a  Paternal  government,  cannot  apply  to  the 
Deity.  A  moral  government  may  exist  without  the  characteristic 
of  Paternity — as  the  government  of  a  school,  or  of  a  kingdom. 
But  a  good,  a  perfect  Paternal  government  cannot  exist  without  all 
the  qualities  of  a  Moral  government.  It  is  in  truth,  a  Moral  gov- 
ernment with  the  added  characteristic  of  Paternity.  And  this  Pa- 
ternity, so  far  from  destroying  or  neutralizing  the  operation  of  the 
moral  characteristics,  quickens  them  into  life,  and  so  controls  their 
admroistration,  as  to  make  them  agents  to  promote  the  prosperity 
and  secure  the  happiness,  of  all  the  subiects  of  such  a  government. 
Now  God  is  the  FATH£R  of  all  intelligent  beings.  This  is  the 
light  in  which  he  is  invariably  represented  througmsut  the  Gospel, 
by  Christ  and  the  Apostles.  His  government,  therefore,  is  strictly 
and  purely  PARENTAL !  It  is  a  Moral  government  in  every  re- 
spect and  to  every  extent  in  which  that  word  can  describe  it.  It  is 
wise,  just,  merciful,  holy,  good,  benevolent.  But  above  all  these 
characteristics,  out  dazzling  them  all,  as  the  brightness  of  the  sun 
eclipses  the  "  lesser  lights"  of  night— shines  his  PATERNITY ! ! 
He  18  more  than  a  king  to  men — he  is  their  Father  ! !  His  Pater- 
nity gives  its  own  beautiful  and  glorious  coloring  to  all  the  acts  of 
his  government.  He  rules  as  a  Father — rewards  as  a  Father — pun  - 
iihei  as  a  Father  ! !  All  his  acts  as  a  wise  and  tender  Parent,  aim 
at  the  good  of  his  great  family  !  He  reigns  not  to  imhrute,  but  to 
itistruct — not  to  thrust  domn  but  to  etevae — not  to  curse,  but  to  bless 
— not  to  place  his  children  where  they  will  blaspheme  his  ndLmcior- 
ever — but  where  they  will  obey,  and  love,  and  adore  him  through 
eternity !  I 

The  Elder  gravely  marches  in  his  Antediluvian  friends  again, 
and  parades  them  before  us,  as  though  they  were  entirely  new  ac- 
tors in  the  scene,  and  had  not  been  marshalled  here  something  less 
than  a  score  of  times  already  !  I  say  his  friends ;  for  how  could 
he  or  any  partialist,  contend  against  God*s  impartial  grace,  without 
the  assistance  of  the  poor  Antediluvians  ?  He  wants  to  know 
whether  God  removed  them  for  their  good  ?  And  to  show  that  he 
could  not  have  had  their  benefit  in  view,  he  quotes  the  passage  that 
"  it  repented  the  Lord  that  he  had  made  man  on  the  earth,  and  it 
grieved  him  at  his  heart." — (Gen.  vi.  6.)  In  reply  to  the  inquiry,  I 
answer,  yQs\  God  did  remove  the  Antediluvians  for  their  good, and 
the  good  of  the  world  !  Does  my  friend  say,  he  removed  them  for 
the  purpose  of  inflicting  injury  and  irremediable  ruin  upon  them  ? 
Then  he  charges  the  holy  God  of  love  with  a  cool  and  deliberate 
enactment  of  evil !  Let  the  audience  decide  which  view  accords 
most  with  the  character  of  our  heavenly  Father,  as  a  wise  and  gonf^ 
being! 
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As  to  the  passage  quoted  from  Genesis,  I  view  its  meaning  in  a 
very  different  light  from  that  in  which  my  friend  seems  to  receiye 
it.  Does  he  understand  the  language  literally  ?  Would  he  con- 
vey to  our  hearers  the  idea  that  Jehovah  literally  repents  and  be- 
comes sorry  for  any  thing  he  has  done  ?  From  the  use  he  has  made 
of  the  passage,  this  must  have  been  the  impression  he  designed  to 
leave  on  the  audience  !  It  is  surprising  a  professed  christian  min- 
ister will  run  into  the  most  arrant  nonsense — make  representations 
of  Deity  entirely  destructive  to  his  perfections,  and  to  all  rational 
confidence  in  him — and  place  effective  weapons  in  the  hands  of  the 
Atheist — all  to  build  up  a  sinking  system,  which  he  himself  detests 
in  his  own  heart !  Let  my  opponent  and  those  who  sympathize 
with  him,  be  instructed  better  on  this  subject,  and  cease  thiir  sui- 
cidal course.  The  passage  under  consideration — written  in  the  pe- 
culiar form  it  possesses,  m  express  reference  to  the  ignorance  of 
the  age  in  which  it  was  penned — is  designed  to  convey  simply  the 
truth  that  men  had  prostituted  to  sinful  purposes  the  high  capaci- 
ties God  had  bestowed  upon  them,  and  in  view  of  this  fact,  he  bad 
determined,  as  a  just  punishment,  to  sweep  them  away  from  the 
earth ! — iTitne  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES*  SIXTH  REFLT.] 

I  sincerelj^  thank  my  friend  for  his  sympathy,  because  I  sup- 
pose it  well  intended,  tnough  the  conclusion  he  would  draw  from 
the  absence  of  my  ministerial  brethren,  is  wholly  unauthorized 
by  the  facts  in  the  case.  It  will  be  recollected  that  we  are  now 
at  the  commencement  of  the  new  year,  when  it  is  usual  with  us, 
as  a  denomination,  to  hold  extra  relierious  services :  this  fact,  to- 
gether with  the  state  of  the  roads,  and  the  limited  notice  given  of 
the  time  and  place  of  holding  this  discussion,  afffords  all  the  ex- 
planations required.  The  inference  the  gentleman  would  draw 
from  their  non-attendance,  is  as  erroneous  as  it  is  ungenerous. 

I  will  occupy  my  present  half  hour,  mainly  in  presenting  nega- 
live  ar^ments.  Those  who  have  attended  closely  to  the  argu- 
mentative course  of  Mr.  Austin,  have  not  failed  to  perceive  the 
inconsistent  and  contradictory  statements  he  has  already  made. 
And  this  is  a  marked  characteristic  of  all  labored  efforts  to  sus- 
tain Universalism.  Universalism  is  not  a  "body  (of  divinity,) 
fitly  joined  together  and  compacted  by  that  which  every  joint  sup- 
plieth,  and  which,  according  to  the  effectual  working  in  the  meas- 
ure of  everjr  part,  maketh  increase  of  the  body  unto  the  edify- 
ing of  itself  in  love."  It  is  not  like  the  temple  of  Solomon,  which 
came  together  with  a  dove-tailed  correspondence,  without  the 
sound  of  an  axe  or  hammer.  It  is  not  "  fitly  framed  together," 
but  there  is  such  a  cutting  and  trying,  hacking  and  hewing  of 
*^  to  show  most  clearly  the  incongruity  of  its  materials,  and 
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present  the  whole  superstrncture  in  a  confused  and  unharrconious 
aspect.    Our  third  nejcative  argument  is  based  on  this  fact. 

UmversalUm  is  confused  and  contradictory  in  its  proofs.  In  the 
proofs  adduced  in  support  of  the  doctrine  oi  the  final  holiness  and 
fiappiness  of  all  men,  there  is  a  sing:u]ar  want  of  harmony  and 
congniity.  Arguments  are  often  adduced,  which  directly  refute 
themselves,  or  are  refuted  by  other  and  directly  contradictory  argu- 
ments, brought  forward  to  sustain  the  same  proposition.  Either 
UmveVsalism  is  incapable  of  a  harmonious  series  of  proofs,  or  it 
has  been  singularly  unfortunate  in  its  advocates.  For  example  : 
it  is  generally  taught  that  sin  does  not  deserve  endless  perdition  ; 
that  God  has  no  law  which  inflicts  such  a  punishment,  and,  there- 
fore, all  men  must  be  saved.  If  this  be  true,  nothing  more  is 
needed  to  prove  the  point  in  question.  This  proof  is  of  itself  suf- 
ficient, and  yet  Universalists  attempt  to  strengthen  the  conclusion, 
by  the  argument  drawn  from  the  death  of  Christ.  Christ  tasted 
death  for  every  man,  therefore  every  man  must  be  saved.  But 
these  arguments  directly  contradict  each  other,  and  hence  one,  or 
both,  must  be  false.  If  the  sinner  does  not  deserve  endless  per- 
dition, and  God  has  no  law  to  inflict  it,  then  he  was  never  lost, 
■or  in  danger  of  being  lost ;  and  hence  cannot  be  saved  bv  the 
death  of  Christ.  But  if  sinners  are  saved  on  account  of  the  death 
of  Christ,  then  they  are  not  saved  on  any  other  account.  *  Christ 
saves  sinners,  or  he  does  not — if  he  does  not,  then  they  did  not 
need  him,  for  they  would  have  been  saved  without  him ;  but  if 
he  does,  then  it  follows  they  were  exposed  to  eternal  perdition, 
and  would  have  endured  it.  if  Christ  had  not  interposed. 

Again,  it  is  argued  by  Universalists  generally,  that  sinners  do 
not  need  a  vicarious  atonement  to  expiate  their  sins;  that  they 
are  to  expiate  their  sins  by  personal  sufFerine,  and  hence  they  do 
not  need  to  be  saved  in  the  sense  of  being  delivered  from  punish- 
ment ;  and  forthwith  they  proceed  to  argue  the  salvation  of  all 
men,  from  the  goodness  of  God.  "God  is  good,  and  his  mercy 
endureth  forever."  But  if  men  are  to  be  punished  to  the  full  ex- 
tent of  their  deserts,  they  are  not  proper  suojects  of  mercy :  mercy 
is  the  exercise  of  clemency  and  favor  toward  the  guilty.  It  is  to 
treat  men  better  than  they  deserve,  and  hence  they  who  are  pun- 
ished all  they  deserve,  cannot  be  saved  by  mercy.  These  propo- 
sitions are  contradictory  also,  and  one  or  both  must  be  false. 

Again,  Universalists  argue  the  salvation  of  all  men,  from  the 
character  of  God  as  a  father,  and  then  proceed  to  argue  the  same 
proposition  from  the  corrective  design  of  punishment.  But  both 
these  positions  cannot  be  true.  For  if  men  are  saved  by  the  cor- 
rective influence  of  punishment,  they  cannot  be  saved  by  the  good- 
ness, wisdom,  and  power  of  God  as  a  father,  for  a  good  earthly 
father  would  not  reform  his  children  by  punishment,  if  he  had 
power  and  wisdom  to  do  it  without  punishment.  One  or  both  of 
these  positions  must  be  false. 
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Sdll  farther — ^Universaliats  generally  maintain  tliat  sin  arises 
wholly  from  our  bodily,  or  physical  nature,  and  when  the  body 
is  dead,  sin  is  dead  ;  hence,  after  the  general  resurrection,  all  will 
be  saved,  because  they  will  no  longer  have  a  sinful  body.  But 
this  contradicts  all  that  has  been  said  before ;  for,  if  men  are  to 
be  saved  by  the  resurrection,  -then  they  will  not  be  saved  by  any- 
thing else.  They  will  not  be  saved  because  sin  does  not  deserve 
eternal  perdition — nor  by  the  death  of  Christ — nor  by  his  life — 
nor  by  his  gospel — nor  by  the  corrective  influence  of  punishment 
— nor  by  the  mercy  of  God ;  but  by  the  resurrection  of  the  body. 
Moreover,  as  the  resurrection  is  a  physical  change,  effected  by  tnc 
jshysical  power  of  God,  it  follows  we  have  only  a  physical  salva- 
tion, effected  by  physical  means.  Here,  then,  is  another  pile  of  ab- 
surdities. 

^  Then  there  is  another  case.  Mr.  A.  contends,  and  so  Universal- 
ists  generally  do,  that  God  made  man  in  an  imperfect  state,  and  that 
it  is  the  object  of  his  dispensations  to  improve  him — ^to  carry  him 
forward  in  mental  and  moral  improvement  to  perfection,  and  thus 
finally  secure  his  eternal  happiness.  But  before  thev  get  through 
with  the  argument,  they  introduce  Jesus  Christ,  who  is  to  effect 
the  restitution  of  all  things — that  is,  he  is  to  restore  man  to  his 
original  state  of  imperfection,  and  thus  defeat  his  eternal  salvation. 

We  give  but  one  example  more,  viz :  the  contradictory  appli- 
cation they  make  of  terras.  The  term  aion^  when  it  suits  the  pe- 
culiar views  of  Universalism,  means  eternal — when  it  would  con- 
tradict Universalism,  it  means  only  a  limited  duration.  So,  also, 
the  word  destroy  :  when  Paul  says  the  works  of  the  devil  shall 
be  destroyed,  and  death,  the  last  enemy,  shall  be  destroyed,  of 
course  the  word  means  destruction  without  end— but  when  the 
same  Paul  says,  the  wicked  shall  be  punished  with  everlasting 
destruction,  the  term  has  a  different  meaning — it  is  limited. 

Such  is  the  confusion,  contradiction,  and  palpable  inconsistency, 
which  characterize  the  proofs  of  Universahsm.  And  we  have 
other  examples  of  a  similar  nature,  in  the  arguments  of  my  friend 
on  the  subject  of  punishment  and  repentance.  He  sometimes 
makes  punishment  a  cure  for  sickness  or  sin,  and  sometimes  the 
necessary  result  of  sickness  or  sin.  He  has  also  taught,  that 
punishment  produces,  and  is  designed  to  produce  repentance,  and 
that  repentance  is  punishment ;  that  is,  the  end  and  means  are 
identical — the  effect  produced  by  the  cause,  is  the  cause  itself. 
He  has  transposed  these  terms  many  times  during  this  debate, 
giving  them  first  one  meaning,  then  another,  as  best  suited  the 
purpose  he  had  in  hand. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  my  fourth  argument.  And  I  here  wish  to 
have  it  understood,  that  I  have  repeatedly  called  on  Mr.  Austin 
to  explain  what  he  means  by  salvation,  and  it  is  apparent  from 
his  answer,  that  Universalism  means  a  very  different  thing  by  sal- 
vation from  what  I  mean,  and  this  shows  the  propriety  of  my  de< 
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maud.  Why  does  he  not  more  olesiiy  define  hh  potidon  1  Sup- 
pose one  of  the  moderators,  (and  I  am  glad  to  know  they  are 
temperance  men,)  should  find  a  drunkard  in  the  street,  and  g^t 
him  to  sicn  the  pledge,  does  that  remove  the  fl^ilt  of  his  vast 
course  of  liie  ?  If  I  understand  Mr.  Austin's  definition  of  saXva- 
tion,  he  teaches  that  it  is  not  from  the  consequences  due  the /or- 
mer  commission  of  sin,  but  from  a  state  of  smning,  and  nothing 
more.  Upon  this  principle,  though  the  drunkard  may  manv  times 
have  abused  his  family,  and  committed  crimes  of  dreadful  turpi- 
tude, yet,  when  he  takes  the  pledge,  he  is  exonerated  from  all  con- 
sequences for  past  guilt.  For  it  is  taught  here,  that  when  a  man 
repents,  punishment  ceases ;  hence,  the  drunkard  repenting, 
his  punishment  will  cease,  and  all  the  old  score  be  wiped  away. 
On  this  principle,  also,  when  the  murderer  ceases  to  murder,  he 
is  absolved  from  his  crime ;  so,  when  the  thief  ceases  to  steal,  he 
is  no  longer  guilty  of  the  crime  of  stealing.  On  the  same  princi- 
ple, too,  u  a  man  had  contracted  a  debt,  by  simply  acknowledging 
that  he  owed  the  debt,  and  ceasing  to  increase  it,  the  debt  would 
be  paid.  You  know  that  the  scriptures  represent  men  as  debtors, 
and  their  sins  as  debts,  and  if  deots  contracted  become  void  by 
ceasing  to  increase,  then  we  have  discovered  a  principle  in  finance 
hitherto  unknown.  These  are  the  reasons  which  mduce  me  to 
caU  on  Mr.  Austin  for  a  more  explicit  definition  of  his  view  of 
salvation. 

My  fourth  negative  argument  relates  to  Salvation,  On  the 
principles  of  Universalism,  there  is  no  such  thing.  The  proper 
idea  of  salvation,  is  deliverance.  In  this,  all  definitions  of  sal- 
vation centre.  Gospel  salvation  is,  therefore,  deliverance  from 
sin  and  its  eonsequences.  But  the  doctrine  that  my  friend  con- 
tends for,  is  not  deliverance  in  any  sense,  but  merely  prevention. 
It  is  not  deliverance,  in  the  sense  that  medicine  delivers  from  sick- 
ness. The  whole  object  of  medicine,  on  his  principle,  ought  to  be 
to  prevent  sickness,  and  not  to  cure  present  sickness. 

ooterioy  the  Greek  word  for  salvation,  is  rendered  by  Donne- 
ran,  delivery  from  danger,  safety,  restoration  to  health,  recovery. 
Taken  in  a  theological  sense,  it  would  be  deliverance  from  sin, 
protection  against  tne  danger  and  ruin  of  a  sinful  life,  and  resto- 
ration from  moral  death  to  spiritual  life  and  health.  This  is  con- 
sistent with  the  Bible,  though  directly  contradicted  by  Universal- 
ism. As  to  the  place  where  this  salvation  is  to  be  effected,  I  have 
asked  Mr.  Austin  to  ^ve  information  on  this  point,  but  he  does 
not  see  fit  to  do  so.  but  in  the  absence  of  an  answer  from  him, 
we  will  consult  the  oracles  or  Universalism. 

Mr.  Thomas,  (page  25,  Discussion  with  Ely,)  in  eiving  what 
he  declares  to  be  the  views  of  a  great  majority  of  Universalists 
in  this  country,  as  well  as  his  own  views,  confines  salvation  to 
this  life,  and  says  the  Bible  furnishes  no  evidence  of  a  punish- 
ment after  this  fife.    Mr.  Whittemore,  in  his  ^^  Plain  Guide,"  (p. 
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256,)  days,  "the  evils  from  which  Christ  came  to  save  men,  afe 
in  this  world ;  therefore,  he  came  into  this  world  to  save  them." 
A  writer  in  the  Universalist  Expositor,  (vol  iii.  p.  65,)  says,  all 
those  passages  of  scripture  which  define  the  nature  of  salvation, 
agree  taat  Jesus  Christ  saves  man  from  evils  which  attach  to  him  in 
this  world,  Mr.  Pingree,  in  debate  with  Mr.  Rice,  denied  that  man 
is  exposed  to  anything  in  another  life  from  which  he  need  be  saved. 
So  also  Mr.  Ballon — (Lectures,  p.  17,) — '*  The  reason  why  Chrivt 
came  into  this  world  to  save  sinners,  was,  because  the  sinners  he 
came  to  save,  were  in  this  world.  The  conunon  doctrine  which 
teaches  that  Christ  came  into  (Aw  world,  to  save  us  in  another  world, 
is  contrary  to  all  the  representations  found  in  the  scriptures." 
The  same  sentiment  is  expressed  in  similar  language  on  page  72. 

Here  we  have  it  announced  that  the  salvation  which  Christ  con- 
fers, is  confined  wholly  to  this  life — ^that  it  exerts  no  influence 
whatever  upon  man's  condition  in  another  life.  Hence,  they  in- 
terpret those  passages  which  speak  of  everlastine  life,  eternal  life  ^ 
eternal  salvation^  and  so  on,  so  as  to  confine  their  signification 
wholly  to  this  world.  Now,  it  is  proper  to  ask,  what,  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  Universalism,  is  salvation^  Universalists  say  a  great 
deal  about  Christ  being  the  Savior  of  all  men  ;  but  reduce  what 
they  say  to  its  lowest  terms,  and  you  find  nothing  of  it ;  it  van- 
ishes into  thin  air. 

Dpes  Christ  save  men  in  another  world  ?  No — for  they  are 
exposed  to  nothing  in  another  world  from  which  they  need  be 
saved.  Does  he  save  them  from  eternal  death  ?  No — for  they 
never  were  exposed  to  eternal  death.  Does  he  save  them  from 
punishment  ?  No — for  it  is  the  doctrine  of  Universalism,  that 
every  sinner  must  be  punished  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts. 
Does  he  save  them  from  sin,  or  sinning  1  No — for  Universalism 
maintains,  that  sin  comes  from  our  bodily  organization  ;  that  man 
was  created  with  an  imperfect  constitution,  and  that  sin  is  a  ne- 
cessary concomitant  of  our  earthly  state.  Does  he  save  them 
from  inward  defilement  ?  No — unless  they  are  saved  from  de- 
filement while  yet  they  continue  to  sin.  Does  he  save  them  from 
guilt  and  condemnation  ?  No — ^unless  they  cease  to  be  guilty  and 
condemned,  before  they  cease  to  be  punished.  To  be  saved  from 
condemnation,  is  to  be  saved  from  punishment,  the  possibility  of 
which,  Universalism  denies.  Does  Christ  save  sinners  in  the  res- 
urrection ?  No — for  Universalism  maintains  that  the  resurrection, 
as  a  fact  under  the  government  of  God,  was  just  as  true  before 
Christ  came,  as  after  tnat  event — ^just  as  true  without  him,  as  with 
him.  All  that  can  be  predicated  of  Christ  in  respect  to  the  resuN 
rection,  is,  that  he  announced  the  fact  to  the  world.  But  in  this, 
he  acted  only  a  subordinate  part,  for  the  fact  of  the  resurrection 
was  announced  long  before  he  came.  It  was  believed  by  the 
^'"'vs,  and  preached  by  the  prophets,  and  subsequently  by  the 
''es.    Besides,  the  resurrection  of  the  body  is  a  physical^  not 
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a  tnoral  change;  hence  cannot  effect  salvation  in  a  moral  sense. 
What,  then,  on  Universalist  principles,  is  salvation  ?  Who  can 
tell  1  After  all  the  flourish  aoont  Universal  Salvation,  when  we 
come  to  scan  it  down,  it  vanishes  into  thin  air.  Were  I  ever  so 
mnch  disposed  to  be  a  Universalist,  on  other  grounds,  I  could  nev- 
er he  one,  because  there  is  no  salvation  in  the  system.  I  have 
never  yet  found  an  intelligent  Universalist  who  could  tell  me 
what  it  is. 

The  gentleman  who  opposes  me  in  this  discussion,  may,  per- 
haps, claim  to  understand  the  system  he  advocates,  as  well  as 
any  man  in  the  country ;  and  yet  it  appears  he  himself  can  give 
us  no  intelligent  Yiew  of  the  nature  of  salvation,  as  taught  by  him. 
I  him  ask  what  salvation  is,  and  he  replies,  we  are  tb  be  saved 
from  sin.  I  ask  him  again  what  he  means  by  salvation  from  sin, 
and  he  evades  the  point — dodges  the  question,  as  often  as  the  de- 
mand is  made.  From  the  foregoing  facts  it  follows,  1.  Univer- 
salism  annihilates  salvation,  and  thus  robs  the  gospel  of  his  de- 
sign, and  man  of  his  spiritual  hopes.  2.  It  robs  Christ  of  his 
work,  and  of  his  title,  as  Savior  of  the  world.  Hence,  the  Bible 
gives  a  false  view,  both  of  Christ  and  salvation ;  or  Universalism, 
as  taught  and  believed  in  the  nineteenth  century,  is  a  great  theo- 
logical humbug. 

My  friend  says  that  my  first  and  second  negative  arguments 
contradict  each  other.  Now  this  is  not  so,  unless  the  contradic- 
tion arises  out  of  the  nature  of  Universalism.  I  have  already  said 
that  it  is  confused  and  contradictory  in  its  proofs,  and  those  nega- 
tive arguments  are  founded  on  its  declarations,  as  given  by  the 
authors  of  this  system  themselves.  Hence,  if  there  be  any  contra- 
diction between  them,  it  arises  out  of  the  elements  of  which  Univer- 
salism is  composed,  and  these  are  given  by  the  most  accomplished 
advocates  of  the  system.  If,  therefore,  there  be  a  contradiction,  it 
is  chargeable  to  Universalism.  And  he  wants  to  know  what  this, 
after  all,  has  to  do  with  the  subject.  I  answer,  that  if  sin  be 
a  moral  evil,  only  as  it  results  from  our  physical  naturej  then 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  moral  salvation,  and  this  I  have  suffici- 
ently explained  alreauy.  I  answer  still  farther,  that  if  God  be  the 
author  of  all  sin,  (which  I  deny,)  man  needs  not  to  be  redeemed 
from  any  thing  for  which  he  is  blameworthy,  and  is  not  properly  a 
subject  of  salvation  at  all.*  He  should  be  treated,  just  as  a  physi- 
cal object  is  treated,  and  is  no  more  worthy  of  being  rewarded 
than  he  deserves  to  be  punished.  And  this  view  also  directly 
charges  the  greatest  injustice  on  God,  by  teaching  that  he  has 
given  such  a  constitution  to  man,  as  to  render  it  necessary  that 
we  should  sin,  and  then  punishes  men  for  acting  in  accordance 
with  that  constitution.  On  this  subject,  I  do  not  care  what  may 
be  the  views  of  Mr.  Austin.  Mr.  Austin  may  deny  or  aflirm  any 
thing  necessary  to  help  him  along  in  this  discussion.  I  am  not 
combating  his  views,  as  such,  but  the  dogmas  of  Universalism  : 
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and  I  intend  to  follow  this  crooked  and  contradictofj  theory  into 
its  darkest  hiding  places — seize  it  with  the  tongs  of  tmth,  and 
bring  it  out  to  pubhc  gaze  stripped  of  its  shining,  frippery  dress, 
though  serpent-like,  it  darts  its  forked  and  hissing  tongne.  A 
word  now  in  regard  to  Oriiren.  When  I  get  along  a  little  farther,  I 
shall  show  what  kind  of  Universalism  Origen  taught:  but  for  the 
present  I  wish  to  say,  Origen^s  yiew  of  the  atonement,  I  allow,  with 
my  friend,  was  a  modification  of  heathenism,  and  so  was  his  Uni- 
versalism. It  was  derired  directly  from  the  Platonic  school,  and 
did  not  properly  represent  the  doctrine  of  Christ  and  his  Apostles. 
I  do  not  believe  his  view  of  the  atonement  at  all ;  and  I  wish 
here  to  say,  that  the  quotation  given  by  the  gentleman,  was  taken 
from  my  article  on  atonement,  and  he. ought  to  have  givtn  credit 
for  it. 

Mr.  Austin. — It  was  not  taken  from  his  article.  I  acknowl- 
edge it  is  there,  but  I  had  seen  it  before  I  read  that  article. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  am  satisfied — I  saw  my  friend  had  the  Quar- 
terly on  his  table,  and  that  lead  to  the  supposition  that  he  had 
quoted  from  it.  I  do  not  believe  Origen's  view  of  the  atonement. 
It  was  a  modification  of  heathenism,  and  so  was  his  Universalism, 
as  I  shall  show  you  when  I  come  to  that  point.  He  asks  me  to 
show  how  God,  as  a  God  of  love,  punishes  the  sinner ;  this  I  have 
already  done  in  my  reply  to  his  argument  from  the  love  of  God. 
And  now  I  ask  him,  if  he  pleases,  to  give  the  whole  of  Dr.  Pay- 
son^s  views  on  this  subject,  and  he  will  have  a  much  better  ex- 
planation than  I  have  given  or  can  give.  Let  the  gentleman  turn 
over  a  few  pages  from  the  paragraph  quoted  with  so  much  eclat, 
and  read  the  following  language :  "  God  is  angry  with  the  wicked 
every  day.  Do  you  ask  why  he  is  angry  1  I  answer,  he  is  angry 
to  see  rational,  immortal  and  accountable  beings,  spending  twenty, 
forty,  or  sixty  years  in  trifling  and  sin,  serving  divers  idols,  lusts, 
and  vanities,  and  living  as  if  death  were  one  eternal  sleep.  He 
is  ai>gry  to  see  you  forgetting  your  Maker,  in  childhood,  in  youth, 
in  manhood,  making  no  returns  for  all  his  benefits,  casting  off 
his  fear,  and  restraining  prayer,  and  rebelling  against  him  who 
has  brought  you  up  as  children.  He  is  angry  to  see  you  laying 
up  treasures  on  earth,  seeking  every  thing  in  preference  to  the  one 
thing  needful,  loving  the  praise  of  men  more  than  the  praise  of 
God ;  and  fearing  those  who  can  kill  the  body,  more  than  him 
who  can  destroy  both  soul  and  body  in  hell.  He  is  angry  to  see 
that  you  disregard  alike  his  threatenings  and  promises,  his  judg^ 
ments  and  mercies :  that  you  reject  his  word,  his  spirit,  his  law, 
and  perish  in  impenitency  and  unbelief,  notwithstanding  all  the 
means  employed  for  your  salvation.  These  are  sins  of  which 
every  person,  in  an  unconverted  state,  is  guilty ;  and  for  these 
things  God  is  angry,  daily  angry,  greatly  and  justly  angry ;  and 
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unless  his  an^er  be  speedily  appeased,  it  will  most  certainly  prove 
your  destruction/'* 

From  this  extract  the  audience  can  see  how  Mr.  Austin  has 
misrepresented  the  views  of  Payson,  that  most  eloquent  arid  de- 
Tout  man  of  God,  who,  after  a  life  of  singular  usefulness,  died  in 
great  christian  triumph,  his  last  words  bemg,  "all  is  peaceful,  all 
13  perfection  !'*  Where  did  he  get  these  soul -inspiring  hopes,  this 
inward  spiritual  joy  1  Did  they  come  from  Universahsm  i  I  tell 
ou  nay.  He  derived  them  from  the  doctrine  of  atonement — 
rom  that  glorious  doctrine  which  announces  Christ  the  propitiation 
for  the  sins  of  the  world,  and  reveals  the  Holv  Spirit  as  the  agent 
who  applies  the  virtue  of  the  atonement  to  the  heart  of  the  believer, 
and  witflesses  the  fact  of  adoption.  It  was  his  evangelical  faith 
and  experience,  that  gave  him  his  strong  christian  triumph  in  the 
dying  hour. 

Mr.  Austin  says  that  ministers  of  my  creed  go  through  the 
world,  preaching  eternal  damnation.  If  he  means  to  say  that  this 
is  the  sum  and  substance  of  our  message,  he  is  either  very  igno- 
rant of  our  theology,  or  guilty  of  willful  perversion.  We  tell  the 
people  as  Christ  authorized  his  original  disciples  to  do — ^we  pro- 
fess to  act  under,  and  in  conformity  to,  the  great  Commission — *'go 
ye  into  all  the  world,  and  preach  the  gospelto  every  creature.  He 
that  believeth,  and  is  baptized,  shall  be  saved ;  but  he  that  believeth 
not,  shall  be  damned." — (Mark  xvi.  15.  Saved  from  what  ?  From 
that  state  in  which  they  already  exist — from  a  state  of  death  which 
must  be  eternal,  unless  the  power  of  God  is  interposed  for  their  de- 
liverance. And  our  business  is  to  show  them  that  there  is  a  way 
open  for  their  escape.  We  say  that  "he  that  believeth  shall  be 
saved,"  we  proclaim  the  way  of  escape,  but  we  do  not  hide  the  other 
part  of  the  subject,  that  if  they  do  not  avail  themselves  of  that  way, 
they  must  remain  as  they  are,  and  consequently  be  eternally  lost. 
Hence,  we  say  that  "  he  that  believeth  not,"  is  not  only  condemned 
already,  but  "  shall  be  damned." 

My  friend  says  that  the  mercy  of  God  is  an  attribute.  I  should 
like  to  see  him  make  it  out.  I  contend  that  it  is  not  an  oriffinal 
attribute,  but  simply  a  form  of  the  divine  goodness,  assumed  to- 
wards those  in  a  state  of  condemnation,  but  who  are  to  be  the 
subjects  of  divine  clemency,  by  the  interposition  of  God  for  their 
Balvation.  Just  so  with  justice.  In  itself,  it  is  not  an  original  at- 
tribute, but  arises  out  of  the  holiness  of  God,  and  assumes  this  form 
towards  the  guilty  and  the  incorrigible,  and  is  necessary  to  vindi- 
cate the  divine  administration  from  the  charge  of  tolerating  sin. 
Nor  is  there  any  conflict  between  justice  and  mercy.  The  gen- 
tleman has  represented  that  wc  teach  that  justice  is  anxious  to 
damn  the  whole  world,  and  that  mercy  is  anxious  to  save  the 

*  lliis  passage,  though  referred  to,  waa  not  read  at  the  time  this  speech  waa  de- 
lirarod,  the  book  eoDtaining  it  not  being  at  band. 
11 
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whole  world,  without  rerard  to  circumstances  and  condition. 
And  hence  arises  a  conflict  between  these  elements  of  divine  char- 
acter. This  is  a  false  representation  of  the  subject — an  enlire  per- 
version of  the  doctrine  of  justice  and  mercy,  as  taught  by  those 
who  believe  in  the  vicarious  atonement  of  Christ.  We  do  not 
believe  that  either  justice  or  mercy  eeeks,  or  wishes  to  secure  its 
object,  irrespective  of  the  principles  of  moral  government,  or  the 
harmony  of  the  divine  attributes.  But  we  do  believe  that  these 
elements  are  harmonized  in  the  atonement  of  Christ,  just  as  they 
would  be  harmonized  in  any  other  expedient  or  arrangement, 
that  might  sustain  the  government  of  God,  and  vindicate  it  from 
the  charee  of  tolerating  sin,  or  of  giving  countenance  t<4,immoral- 
ity  ;  while  at  the  same  time,  a  way  of  hope  and  salvation  should 
be  opened  to  the  guilty  and  condemned. 

We  have  a  remark  to  make,  also,  in  regard  to  the  death  of 
Christ.  Mr.  Austin  has  already  represented,  in  a  number  of  in- 
stances, that  we  teach  that  the  death  of  Christ  pays  the  whole 
debt  for  all  past  time  and  time  to  come,  and  then,  that  the  debt  must  be 
paid  again  m  the  person  of  the  sinner.  1  his  is  an  utter  perversion 
of  the  subject,  and  he  knows  it.  If  my  friend  had  read  the  whole 
of  my  article  on  the  atonement,  he  would  have  seen  that  at  the 
close,  I  vindicate  the  subject  from  that  aspersion.  The  death  of 
Christ  was  not  intended  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  the  law,  uncondi- 
tionally, for  any  individual  sinner  of  the  human  family.  But,  as 
I  have  already  explained  at  large,  and  as  is  set  forth  in  that  declar- 
ation of  scripture  which  says,  ^^  God  so  loved  the  world  that  he 
gave  his  only  begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  heUcveth  on  him  might  not 
perish" — here  you  see  the  satfsfaction  of  Christ  is  conditional,  and 
the  condition  is  faith  :  whosoever  belie^wth — the  atonement  of  Christ 
removes  the  legal  obstacles— opens  the  way,  and  aflbrds  the  grace 
of  repentance,  and  then  the  gospel  calls  on  the  sinner,  as  the  con- 
dition on  which  this  salvation  is  to  be  appropriated,  to  repent  of  his 
sins,  believe  in  Christ  as  his  Savior,  and  live  in  holy  obedience  and 
consecration  to  his  service.  These  are  the  principles  on  which 
the  death  of  Christ  exonerates  the  sinner  from  punishment,  and 
secures  his  endless  felicity. 

The  gentleman  sajs,  a  father  would  not  place  a  child  on  the 
brink  of  a  precipice,  if  he  knew  he  would  fall  over  it.  If  he  will 
refer  again  to  my  argument  on  the  government  of  God,  he  will 
find  the  Father  of  the  universe  sxiinciently  vindicated  ifrom  this 
charge. 

But  I  ask,  if,  on  his  principle,  God  did  not,  when  he  subjected 
man  to  vanity,  not  willingly^  place  him  on  the  brink  of  a  precipice, 
knowing  that  he  would  fall  over  it  ?  Nay,  did  he  not  pitch  him 
over  it  mmself ,  and  for  no  other  reason,  than  to  aiford  him  the  op- 
portunity of  pulling  him  up  again  ? 

I  have  shown  you  that  tte  authors  of  Univcrsalism  confine  sal- 
Tati«a  t«  this  life,  and  yst  w«  ar«  told  that  salvation  is  endJets. 
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If  it  18  confined  to  this  life,  I  should  like  to  know  how  it  is  to  ex- 
ist forever.  But  are  men  saved  in  this  life  ?  Look  abroad  into 
the  world,  in  Universalist  communities  as  well  as  others,  and 
you  will  see  hundreds  and  thousands,  who  are  constantly  grati- 
fying the  passions  of  their  depraved  natures,  shutting  their  eyes 
against  the  light,  and  passing  their  lives  in  utter  disregard  of  all 
moral  and  religious  obngation^  and  continue  so  to  the  end  of  life. 
These  sinners  are  not  saved  in  this  life :  and  how  are  they  to  be 
saved,  if  the  Universalist  view  of  salvation  be  correct  ?  There  is 
no  salvation  after  this  life.  Hence,  if  they  are  not  saved  in  this  life, 
they  cannot  be  saved  at  all,  unless  my  friend  has  some  method  of 
salvation,  not  disclosed  in  the  gospel.  How  is  this  ?  Have  we 
any  other  other  security  for  salvation,  than  that  contained  in  the 
gospel  ?    If  so,  what  is  it  ?    If  not,  how  are  those  to  be  saved 


who  die  without  salvation,  ^eince  gospel  salvation  (Universalism 
being  judre)  is  confined  to  this  life  t  *  ' 

points  will  be  thankfully  received  ! ! 


being  judre)  is  confined  to  this  life  ?    Any  information  on  these 


1  have  argued,  that  as  the  love  of  God  does  not  produce  present 
salvation,  it  can  be  no  sufficient  security  for  salvation  in  the  /u- 
twre,  Mr.  Austin  attempts  to  impair  this  conclusion  in  the  fol- 
lowing way  :  *^  God's  wisdom  does  not  now  produce  all  its  efifcct 
on  Elder  Holmes' mind,  therefore  it  never  will,'' and  I  suppose 
he  thinks  my  argument  is  answered.  If  the  audience  please,  I 
wish  no  better  proof  of  the  soundness  of  my  position,  than  is  af- 
forded by  this  latest  exhibition  of  logic  made  by  my  learned  friend : 
for  surely,  he  would  never  content  himself  with  such  a  deduc- 
tion, if  he  had  anything  better.  Look  at  this  specimen  of  reason- 
ing. DoesGod^s  wisdom  act  inclependently  ana  absolutely  in  pro- 
ducing its  effects  on  the  human  mind  ?  The  gentleman  knows 
better  than  this ;  and  yet,  unless  such  be  the  fact,  the  conclusion 
he  would  draw  from  it,  can  have  no  existence.  If  my  advance- 
ment in  knowledge  depended  on  the  absolute,  unconditional  control 
of  divine  wisdom,  (as  my  friend  argues  the  final  holiness  and  hap- 
piness of  all  men  does  on  the  love  of  God,)  then  it  would  be  true, 
since  divine  wisdom  is  as  perfect  and  controlling  now,  as  it  ever 
will  be — that  if  it  do  not  produce  a  given  effect  now,  I  can  have 
no  assurance  that  it  ever  will.  The  gentleman  is  singularly  unfor- 
tunate in  his  arguments.  In  this  case,  as  well  as  many  others  al- 
ready pointed  out,  the  effort  he  makes  to  invalidate  my  conclu- 
sion, recoils  upon  himself,  and  refutes  his  own  theory. — [Tinn 
ixpired. 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SEVENTH  SPEECH.] 

Brother  Moderatort,  and  Respected  Audience:    I  have,  in  pre- 
senting my  arguments  on  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  pressed 
home  to  my  brother  opposite,  the  consideration  of  this  thought : 
'  If  God  f ociMW  oltarly  and  distinctly,  tha^  ia  ths  svint  of  bis  ores* 
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ting  men,  their  existence  would  terminate  in  peTp?tual  misery, 
why,  under  such  circumstances,  should  he  persist  in  ushering 
them  into  heing  ?  Elder  Holmes  well  understands  that  this  is  a 
home  question — one  that  needs  attention,  and  one,  too,  the  force  of 
which  must  he  weakened,  or  his  theory  must  be  abandoned.  All 
that  his  ingenuity  can  devise  to  blunt  the  point  of  this  inquiry,  is 
the  following : — That  if  God  withheld  existence  from  those  who 
he  forsaw  would  became  miserable,  he  would  be  compelled  to 
withhold  existence  also  from  those  of  their  descendants  who  he 
foresaw  would  become  holy  and  happy ! !  Here  is  an  answer 
worthy  of  note.  It  shows  at  least,  some  ingenuity,  although  I  am 
plain  to  say  it,  it  puts  common  sense  at  other  defiance.  Really 
Deity  has  fallen  into  a  strange  predicament,  according  to  this 
idea.  Things  have  gotten  into  a  shape  so  marvellous,  that  Infi- 
nite Wisdom  can  devise  no  better  w^y  than  to  create  ninety-nine 
souls,  clearly  foreseeing  they  would  fall  into  eternal  agony,  mere- 
ly to  obtain  one  soul  to  elevate  to  endless  bliss ! !  For  according 
to  my  friend's  theory,  not  more  than  one  in  a  hundred  of  those 
who  have  existed  on  the  earth,  can  have  been  saved.  The  Fath- 
er of  spirits  deliberately  puts  into  operation  a  system  which  crush- 
es ninety  nine  of  his  offspring  into  irretrivable  ruin,  to  reach  one 
that  can  finally,  and  with  much  difficulty,  be  got  to  heaven  ! !  I 
•uppose  it  will  be  allowed  Deity  does  not  like  to  do  this.  But  he 
is  compelled  to  act  against  his  own  desire.  His  hands  are  tied ! 
He  is  ruled  by  an  Iron  Necessity//  He  can  do  nothing  tetter/ // 
How  monstrous  the  thought !  Why  did  not  Jehovah  omit  these 
wretched  souls  in  the  chain  of  being,  and  link  together  in  existence 
only  those  who  will  arise  to  ^lory  and  bliss  ?  Why  not  allow  the 
remainder  to  sleep  in  non-entity  ?  Is  it  not  purchasing  the  happi- 
ness of  one  soul  rather  dearly,  at  the  cost  of  the  endless  agony  of 
ninety-nine  of  its  fellow-beings  ?  Nay  perhaps  more  :  for  that  pro- 
portion is  under  rather  than  over  the  the  true  estimate,  according  to 
tbe  principles  of  partialism.  I  maintain  that  could  the  hapDinessof 
the  whde  race  be  bought  at  the  expense  of  the  CEASELESS  MIS- 
ERY of  but  ONE  soul,  the  price  would  he  far  too  high  //  And  no 
being  possessing  even  a  limited  amount  of  propriety,  justice,  or  sym- 
pathy, would  voluntarily  consent  to  take  happiness  at  a  cost  to 
terrific ! ! 

But  Messrs.  Moderators,  what  is  there  in  Elder  Holmes*  theory 
as  he  has  thus  presented  it  to  us,  that  is  better  than  old  fashioned, 
«*  true-blue*'*CALVjNisM  ?  That  doctrine  declares  that  Jehovah  crea- 
ted a  part  of  mankind,  expressly  to  reprobate  them  to  everlasting 
burnings.  This  is  the  only  purpose  he  bad  in  view  in  bestowing 
being  upon  them.  Elder  Holmes  says,  virtually,  that  God's  object 
in  persisting  in  the  creation  of  those  who  he  knows  will  be 
damned  forever,  is  that  through  them  he  may  be  enabled  '*  to  get 
at*'  n<^  and  then  one,  who,  he  can  make  happy.  If  this  is  ao» 
then  he  ushers  the  countless  multitudes  be  foresees  will  (ijb  lost,  into 
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existence,  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  make  them  *'  stepping-stonei" 
to  arrive  at  the  comparative  few  who  will  ultimately  be  saved  ! ! 
And  what  is  this,  I  ask  again,  bat  genuine  Calvinism  of  the  bluest 
stamp  ?  This  is  all  the  answer  that  Mr.  Holmes  can  possibly  bring 
to  my  self-evident  proposition,  that  a  God  of  wisdom  and  goodness 
would  not  create  a  single  intelligent  being  without  clearly  foresee- 
ing that  his  existence  would  eventually  result  in  endless  holiness 
and  happiness  ! !  Is  the  Elder's  answer  satisfactory  to  the  audience, 
to  himself,  or  to  one  human  being  possessing  the  ordinary  powers 
of  reason  and  discrimination  ?  It  cannot  be  !  Let  our  hearers  re- 
view thit  answer,  and  they  cannot  fail  to  see  its  bare-faced  fallacy. 
Hence  my  argument  from  the  foreknowledge  of  God,  is  still  un- 
answered, and  is  indeed  unanswerable  !  Of  itself  it  perfectly  de- 
sides  tbe  question  between  us,  and  places  it  beyond  a  contingency 
or  a  doubt. 

My  friend  has  again  pressed  upon  me  his  question  in  regard  to 
Salvation.  He  wants  to  know  the  process  of  salvation— how, 
when,  and  where  God  will  save  sinners.  He  insists  that  when  the 
drunkard  signs  the  Temperance  Pledge,  according  to  my  theory,  he 
is  saved  from  the  past  consequences  of  his  drunkenness.  This  is 
not  my  position.  I  contend  that  when  he  signs  the  pledge,  he  does 
not  save  himself  from  the  just  and  legitimate  consequence^  of  his 
past  career.  These  he  must  endure  to  their  natural  termination. 
But  in  signing  the  pledge  he  saves  himself  from  further  acts  of  in- 
toxication, and  necessarily,  also,  from  all  the  unhappy  consequen- 
ces which  would  have  followed,  had  he  wilfully  persevered  in  his 
intemperate  habits.  So  gospel  salvation  is  a  salvation  from  sin. 
It  does  not  save  men  from  the  consequences  of  past  ffins,  but  from 
the  future  commission  of  sin,  by  saving  them  from  that  state  of  the 
heart —that  slavery  to  the  passions,  in  which  men  do  sin ;  and  hence 
from  all  the  wretched  effects  which  would  have  flowed  from  sin. 
This  is  the  Salvation  which  Christ  came  to  accomplish.  **  Thou 
shalt  call  his  name  Jesus,  for  he  shall  save  his  people  from  their 
sins." — (Matt.  i.  21.)  •  As  for  the  ttme^  the  place,  or  the  process  of 
salvation,  these  all  belong  to  God,  and  he  determines  them  accord- 
ing to  his  own  infinite  wisdom.  It  is  enough  for  me  to  know  that 
Christ  will  finally  save  all  mankind  from  their  sin,  through  the  in- 
strumentality of  the  gospel.  This  affords  me  abundant  satisfaction, 
although  the  time  and  the  process  of  this  great  work,  except  that ' 
it  is  a  gospel  process,  in  all  cases  has  not  been  revealed  to  me.  If 
my  friend  wants  more  knowledge  on  this  subject  than  Deity  has 
been. pleased  to  impart— if  he  will  not  believe  God's  word,  that  all 
men  .will  be  saved  from  sin,  until  he  opens  to  his  understanding  the 
entire  arcanum  of  his  ways,  then  he  has  an  unbelief  greater  than 
Thomas,  and  he  must  wander  on  in  his  faithlessness,  and  continue 
to  experience  all  its  unhappy  consequences. 

-Seepag«a6. 
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Mr.  Holmes  has  finally  adopted  a  new  process  to  f^t  out  of  his 
difficulties.  Instead  of  taking  up  my  arguments  seriatim,  as  they 
were  offered,  he  •*  lumps'*  three  of  them  together,  and  considers 
them  under  one  head.  This  is  a  very  convenient  method,  and  one 
it  would  he  well  for  controversialists  generally  to  consider — es- 
pecially those  who  have  but  little  confidence  in  their  cause.  It  saves 
the  trouble  of  examining  in  detail,  many  facts  of  which  it  might  be 
difficult  to  dispose.  I  wonder  my  brother  did  not  wait  until  I  had 
offered  all  my  arguments,  and  then  **  lumped*'  the  wliole.  It  would 
have  spared  him  much  vexation  and  labor,  and  probably  would 
have  been  quite  as  fruitful  of  success  as  to  mince  the  matter.  This 
lumping,  of  course,  is  not  for  want  of  time,  for  my  friend,  in  his 
truely  refined  and  classical  style,  has  told  ns  he  should  not  **  whine** 
about  the  want  of  time.  But  let  the  audience  note  his  reply  to 
these  three  arguments.  They  will  easily  discover  that  he  has  not 
weakened,  nor  even  approached  the  fundamental  truths  on  which 
they  rest  Neither  can  he,  or  any  other  mortal,  remove  one  of 
them.  I  speak  thus  confidently,  because  they  are  self-evident 
truths,  and  all  the  arts  of  sophistry  cannot  affect  them  in  the  slight- 
est degree.  In  our  reflections  upon  Deity,  his  purposes,  and  his 
works,  we  must  be  governed  by  **  first  principles^'  drawn  directly 
from. his  attributes  and  character.  These  "  first  principles'"  decide 
the  character  of  all  considerations  that  follow  them,  and  depend 
upon  them.  Hence  when  we  are  right  here,  and  pursue  a  plain 
course  of  deduction,  we  cannot  fail  of  arriving  at  truth,  in  the  re- 
sults to  which  we  attain.  But  my  opponent,  instead  of  removing 
or  weakening  the  self-evident /fr«^or<ficiy«5  on  which  my  arguments 
rest,  spends  his  chief  strength  in  bringing  forth  secondary  consider- 
ations, drawn  from  man,  and  his  present  sinfulness  and  imperfec- 
tions. With  these,  he  would  fain  overthrow  the  great  pillars  of 
Truth  which  rest  directly  upon  the  Attributes  of  the  Most  High. 
To  every  discrimiuating  mind,  this  course  is  entirely  unsatisfactory, 
and  shows  the  utter  weakness  and  fallacy  of  the  reasoning  depend- 
ing on  it. 

The  Eider  acknowledges  the  Atonement  of  Christ  was  made  for 
ALL  MEN  ;  yet  he  insists  that  it  is  applicable  only  to  those  who^- 
lieve  it.  He  also  represents  punishment  as  a  debt  due  from  the 
sinner  to  Justice.  This  is  the  general  belief  of  the  partialist  sects ; 
and  yet  what  an  absurdity  it  carries  on  its  fare.  It  makes  the  ac- 
curacy of  a  FACT  already  transpired,  depend  on  men's  belief  oi  it. 
A  certain  act  has  been  done — Christ  has  veritably  made  an  Atone- 
ment for  the  sins  of  all  mankind — he  has  actually  paid  the  debt  due 
from  the  sinner  to  Justice !  !  Here  are  certain  things  that  fiave  in 
reality  taken  place  ! !  Yet  all  this  is  undone,  or  in  fact  it  has  never 
been  done,  without  certain  beings  who  live  hundred  of  years  after- 
wards, believe  ill !  I  am  in  prison  for  debt — a  benevolent  neighbor 
discharges  my  obligation  ~ the  creditor  receives  the  money  m  his 
pocket,  and  announces  to  me  that  the  debt  is  paid.     I  demand  ths 
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pwon  door  thrown  open,  that  I  may  eo  forth* to  the  enjoyment  of 
liberty.  But  the  creditor  refuses  to  allow  this,  unless  I  will  bciieve 
I  have  a  neighbor  so  gooJ  as  to  do  this  act  in  my  behalf,  and  keeps 
me  in  prison  my  whole  life,  unless  I  entertain  this  belief.  Who 
does  not  sse  that  this  proceeding  would  violate  the  plainest  dictaten 
of  honesty  and  justice  !  When  a  debt  is  paid,  it  IS  paid,  whether 
the  debtor  believes  it  or  not.  Yet  this  is  the  highest  conception 
many  people  entertain  of  God's  dealings  with  his  sinful  creatures  I 
My  friend  says  he  does  not  preach  damnation  through  the  land  ! 
I  am  glad  to  hear  it— I  rejoice  he  is  beginning  to  learn  that  the 
work  of  the  Messenger  of  the  Gospel  is  to  proclaim  SALVATION  ! 
Let  him  progress  in  his  more  enlarged  views  With  diligence  I  have 
great  hope,  that  in  due  lime,  he  will  arrive  at  a  knowledge  of  the 
truth  as  it  is  in  Christ,  and  enable  me  at  length  to  extend  to  him  the 
Right  H?inJ  of  Fellowship,  as  a  preacher  of  the  true  Gospel  of  Jesus. 
If  the  Elder  has  changed  in  this  respect,  there  is  great  room  for  sim- 
ilar improvement  in  most  of  h.s  brother  partiaJist  divines.  1  would 
commend  them  all  to  consider  well  the  words  of  the  poet : 

*^  hex  not  thi«  weak,  anknowiaf  hand 

Pretame  Thy  bolu  to  throw, 
And  deal  damnation  round  th«  land, 

Ou  each  1  judge  Thy  foe." 

Elder  Holmes  does  not  approve  of  my  position  that  man's  nature 
is  PROGRESSIVE.  He  is  perfectly  aware  that  this  fact  well  estab- 
lished, overthrows  his  entire  theory  of  the  endless  duration  of  sin 
and  misery.  Once  allow  that  human  beings  possess  a  capacity  to 
pro^sress,  and  that  God  will  always  grant  them  the  privilege  of  ex- 
ercising it,  in  all  stales  of  being — (and  why  should  he  not  ?) — and 
it  becomes  self-evident  that  all  men  will  eventually  arise  abov«  the 
imperfections  of  this  life,  and  participate  in  higher  and  happier 
scenes !  All  this  is  clear  to  my  opponent,  and  hence  he  seeks  to 
overthrow  the  most  evident  and  valuable  property  God  has  incor- 
porated in  the  human  organization.  He  insists  man  is  ¥iot  a  pro- 
gressive beings  and  argues  to  a  point  which  would  prove  that  we 
are  all  blockhkads — that  we  have  no  capacity  to  learn,  and  that  we 
know  no  more  when  we  die,  than  when  we  were  born!  This  muet 
be  the  drift  of  his  argument.  For  the  moment  it  is  acknowledged 
that  men  can  lcari\^  can  improve  morally  and  intellectually — it  is 
acknowledged  they  are  progressive  in  their  nature.  To  contend  thiat 
we  do  not  possess  this  property,  is  rathera  hazardous  position,  one 
would  think,  for  an  individual  to  occupy  who  claims  to  be  intelli- 
gent. Nevertheless  it  must  he  done  by  my  opponent  or  he  must 
abandon  the  discussion. 

How  does  he  attempt  to  prove  that  man  possesses  no  capaci- 
ties for  progress  ?  He  calls  our  attention  to  Enochs  and  pious  men 
of. antiquity.  But  we  should  remember  that  these  eminent  individ- 
uals were  highly  favored  above  all  other  mortals,  in  that  they  held 
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direct  oral  intercourse  with  God.    To  this  they  owed  their  c!cvatioB. 
and  not  to  any  prevalence  of  an  extraordinary  decree  of  light  and 
knowledge  among  the  mass  of  the  people  of  their  days.     He  points 
also  to  **  the  Golden  Age"  of  which  the  poets  have  sung,  as  an  eri- 
dence  that  the  race  has  retrogaded,  rather  than  progressed.     In  this 
howeTer,  the  onl^  mistake  he  has  made,  is  in  taking  a  dream  of  the 
poet's  fancy,  which  never  had  existence,  for  a  settled  matter  of  his- 
tory ! !    Rather  an  important  oversight !     Moreover,  he  maintains 
that  if  man  is  progressive,  the  Africans  must  have  commenced  exis- 
tence as  baboons ! !     This  may,  perhaps,  be  witty,  but  it  is  not 
convincing.     Circumstances  of  a  local  nature  may  keep  nations  and 
races  for  a  long  season  in  ignorance,  but  this  furnishes  no  evidence 
that  their  nature  is  not  progressive.     Because  men  in  circumstances 
adverse  to  improvement,  fall  into  darkness  and  ignorance,  does  that 
show  there  is  no  pro^essive  capacity  in  their  organization  ?  ,  Win- 
ter despoils  the  growing  tree  of  its  beautiful  foliage,  and  it  stands 
bare  and  leafless  for  months,  without  any  progress  to  maturity. 
But  does  this  prove  that  under  the  influence  of  a  more  genial  sea- 
son, it  will  not  put  forth  renewed  signs  of  life,  and  hasten  on 
to  a  production  of  blossoms  and  fruit,  and  the  full  development  of 
all  its  properties  ?    Let  the  most  benighted  of  the  sons  of  Africa  be 
brought  to  a  land  of  civilization,  and  placed  under  the  instruction  of 
capable  teachers,  and  how  soon  will  they  show  the  most  rapid  im- 
provement !     What  does  this  indicate,  but  that  the  God  of  heaven 
has  given  all  of  his  creatures  a  capacity  for  progression  ! !     It  can 
but  be  a  matter  of  astonishment  that  my  opponent  should  peril 
his  reputation,  in  contending  against  a  fact  so  manifest  as  man*s 
progressive  nature.     When  we  compare  the  condition  of  the  race 
now  with  what  it  was  in  ancient  ages,  or  even  a  century  ago,  the 
man  who  cannot  behold  great  progress  must  be  involved  in  a  pita- 
ble  blindness!     Compare  the  knowledge  of  an  individual  at  three 
score,  with  his  information  at  three  years  of  age,  and  has  there  been 
no  progress  ?    This  progression,  we  may  believe,  on  every  princi- 
ple of  analogy,  will  go  on  in  the  future  woWd  ;  and  through  its 
operation,  aided  by  all  the  influences  which  Christ  and  God  will 
impart,  the  entire  race  will  finally  become  elevated  to  degrees  in 
knowledge,  morality  and  godliness,  beyond  all  our  present  capacity 
to  comprenend  !     How  sublime !  how  glorious !  this  view  of  man's 
ile&tiny,  in  comparison  with  that  of  my  friend,  which  teaches  that 
God  has  so  arrainged  his  creation  that  millions  of  his  children  shall 
forever  progress  only  in  greater  depths  of  sin,  blasphemy  and  ruin ! 
Which  is  the  most  reasonable  ?     Which  attributes  the  most  of  wis- 
dom and  goodness  to  Jehovah  ?    Which  confers  the  highest  honor 
upon  him .' 

My  brother  apposite  objects  to  my  view  of  punishment,  consid- 
ered as  a  reformatory  process.  He  says  that  punishment  in  this  world 
in  some  instances,  has  only  made  men  worse.  Ho  also  attributes 
bome  such  idea  to  Winchester.    It  may  be  that  punishment,  im- 
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perfectly  administered  by  men,  may  sometimes  have  such  an  e&ct 
temporarily.  So,  when  a  man  takes  medicine,  at  first  it  may  make 
him  mach  worse  ;  but  eventually  it  will  result  in  his  entire  restora- 
tion to  health.  So  with  the  punishments  of  God.  However  obdu- 
rate the  sinner  may  be  for  a  season,  under  the  indiction  of  Grod*s 
punishment,  it  will  as  certainly  result  in  his  subjection  and  amend- 
ment, as  that  Deity  has  sufficient  wisdom  ts  adapt  his  chastisements 
to  that  end. 

The  Elder  after  much  evident  hesitation,  has  at  length  summoned 
courage  to  attack  the  passage  which  I  have  frequently  quoted  from 
Rom.  viii.  20,  21 — *<The  creature  was  made  subject  to  vanity,"  etc. 
He  singularly  charges  Universalists  with  seizing  upon  this  passage 
because  it  is  obscure.  There  is  a  small  mistake  in  this  assertion. 
We  place  dependence  on  this  passage,  not  because  it  is  obscure, 
but  because  it  is  remarkably  PLAIN ! !  The  explanation  my 
f  nend  gives  to  Paul's  words,  is  a  curiosity.  He  says  the  passage  re- 
fers to  the  whole  human  family  in  contradistinction  to  believers.  It 
must  be  confessed  it  is  a  singular  division,  to  speak  of  the  whoie 
race  in  distinction  from  a  part  of  the  same  race  !  If  I  could  un- 
derstand the  somewhat  confused  expression  of  his  views,  he  con- 
tends that  although  all  men  were  subjected  to  vanity,  yet  but  a 
PART  are  to  be  delivered  from  that  subjection.  Surely  he  cannot 
expect  to  satisfy  any  one  capable  of  reading  the  passage,  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  such  an  exposition. 

It  must  be  evident  to  the  most  casual  reader,  that  the  same  crea- 
ture— crealuris — or  creation — which  were  subjected  to  vanity, 
will  be  delivered  from  that  subjection  '*  into  the  glorious  liberty  of 
the  children  of  God.**  This  will  be  evident  to  all,  when  it  is  under- 
stood that  the  same  original  word  describes  both  those  subjected  trnd 
those  delivered.  **  For  the  earnest  expectation  of  the  creature 
Iktiseos]  waiteth  for  the  manifestation  of  the  sons  of  God.  For  the 
creature  Iktisis]  was  made  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly,  [not 
according  to  their  own  will,]  but  by  reason  ox  him  [GW]  who  hath 
subjected  the  same  in  hope.  Because  the  creature  iktisie]  itself, 
also,  SHALL  BE  DELIVERED  from  the  bondage  of  corruption, 
into  the  glorious  liberty  of  the  children  of  God."  The  meaning  of 
ktifis,  according  to  Robinson*s  Lexicon,  is  "creation** — "that 
which  is  created.**  As  the  Apostle  is  speaking  of  mankind  it  is 
evident  lUisinn  the  passage  under  consideration,  signifies  every  hu- 
man being  created  by  God.  Dr.  McKnight  insists  that  the  true 
meaning  of  ktisis  in  this  place,  is  "  every  creature.'*  It  will  be  ad- 
mitted tkat  the  creature--^/tsif — which  was  made  subject  to  vanity, 
includes  '*  all  men."  It  follows  then,  as  a  self-evident  fact,  that 
the  creature — ktisis — ^which  shall  in  due  time  be  delivered  from  the 
bondage  o!  corruption  into  the  glorious  liberty  of  the  children  of 
God,  includes  the  same  "  all  men  !**  Thus  the  passage  furnishes  an 
unanswerable  proof  of  the  position  I  have  occupied  trom  the  begm- 
Aing  of  the  discusssion,  that  man*!  subjection  to  vanity  or  imper- 
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lection,  wu  in  accordance,  and  not  acainst,  God*8  wilt — and  (bat it 
was  a  sabjeclion  made  in  express  reference  to  a  general  and  final 
ddivemnce  of  all  men  from  its  dominion  ! ! 

Elder  Holmes  says  if  Universalism  is  true,  there  is  no  Salvation ! 
Well  done,  my  friend !  Here  is  something  the  originality  of  which 
none  can  doubt.  He  has  learned  something  new  to  us  all.  If  every 
human  being  is  to  be  SAVED,  then  there  is  NO  SALVATION  ! ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  also  asserts  that  if  men  are  punished  all  they  de* 
aerre,  then  there  is  no  need  of  mercy!  This  does  not  follow.  The 
fact  that  a  sinner  receives  all  the  punishment  Justice  demands, 
doM  not  entitle  him  to  blessings  from  the  hand  of  his  Creator.  Ha 
can  do  nothine  to  obtain  immortality  and  endless  felicity.  These 
are  the  gifts  of  God  !  When  he  is  punished  to  the  extent  of  his 
deserts,  ne  is  still  dependent  on  Qod  for  all  things.  And  it  is  the 
office  of  Mercy  to  ^e  what  no  merit  can  tfemand^-eodless  good 
^boundless  happiness  !* 

I  now  proceed  to  introduce  my  Tenih  Argument  It  is  founded  on 

THE  PLEASURE  OF  GOB. 
Pltov^BlTtOlf — ^1.  It  it  th«  plettsore  of  God  that  all  men  shall  finally  become  holj 
and  happy.    9.  Ood'a  pleaaore  will  erentaally  beeome  perfectly  aecompUshed. 

Proof.  It  is  the  pleasure  of  God  that  all  men  shall  finally  ba- 
become  holy  and  happy.  In  what  can  a  holy  and  righteous  God 
take  pleasure  !  In  perpetual  sin  ?  in  endless  blasphemy  ?  in  eternal 
torments  ?  No !  These  are  direct  op})osites  of  his  natnre.  He 
may  allow  $in  and  pain  to  exist  temporarily.  Not  that  he  takes  any 
pleasure  in  these  things,  in  themselves  considered ;  but  because 
through  infinite  wisdom,  he  can  cause  good  to  flow  even  from 
evil !  A  pure  and  righteous  God  takes  pleasure  only  in  the  holi« 
ness  and  happ'mess  of  his  creatures.  Nothing  could  give  such  a 
being  higher  pleasure  than  to  have  all  his  ofispring  Brought  to  re- 
pentence,  holiness  and  happiness.  This  is  self-evident.  That  it  is 
his  pleasure  such  a  state  of  things  shall  ultimately  take  place,  is  evi- 
dent from  the  testimony  of  the  Apostle — ^* Having  made  knotcn  un- 
to us  tke  Mystery  of  his  Will,  according  to  hts  Good  Pleasure^ 
which  he  hath  purposed  in  himself ^  that  tn  the  dispensation  of  thg 
fullness  of  timeSf  he  might  gather  together  in  one  all  things  in  Christy 
(or  in  the  dtspensation  of  the  fullness  of  times,  all  things  might  be 
gathered  together  in  one,  even  in  Christ,)  both  whiiJi  are  in  heaven^ 
and  which  are  on  earth,  even  in  him. — (Eph.  i.  9, 10.)  Here  the 
Apostle  declares  it  was  in  accordance  with  God's  Good  Pleasure  to 
Will  and  to  Purpose,  in  the  fullness  of  times,  togather  all  things  or 
all  men,  into  Christ.  Again—"  It  PLEASED  the  Father  that  in  him 
(Christ)  should  all  fullness  dwell.  And  (having  made  peace  through 
the  blood  of  his  cross,)  by  him  to  reconcile  all  things  unto  himself ; 
by  him,  I  say,  whether  they  be  things  in  earth,  or  things  in 
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beavea."* — (Colos.  i.  19,  20.)  Here  we  are  instructed  that  it  was 
the  PLEASUBK  of  Go  J,  to  ^ive  Christ  sufficient  fulness  of  power  to 
reconcile  ali  things  to  their  Creator  and  Father. 

2.  God's  pleasure  will  eventually  become  perfectly  accomplished. 
Can  there  nossibly  be  any  doubt  on  this  subject  ?  Are  there  any 
having  such  imperfect  and  darkened  conceptions  of  the  Holy  One* 
as  to  question  whether  his  pleasure  shall  be  accomplished  ?  Is  it 
not  the  first  and  simplest  dictate  of  common  reason,  that  dL  perfect 
Deity — infinite  Omnipotence — will  do  all  his  Pleasure?  God's 
word  shall  put  to  silence  every  voice  that  dare  hint  his  Pleasure 
shall  not  be  accomplished.  *'  As  the  rain  cometh  down,  and  the 
snow  from  heaven,  and  returneth  not  thither,  but  watereth  the 
earth,  and  maketh  it  bring  forth  and  bud,  that  it  may  give  seed  to 
the  sower  and  bread  to  the  eater :  So  shall  my  word  be  that  goeth  forth 
out  of  my  mouth:  It  shall  not  return  unto  me  void;  but  it  SHALL 
accomplish  that  which  I  PLEASE,  and  it  shall  prosper  in  the  thing 
whereto  I  sent  t^. -(Isa.  Iv.  1 0, 1 1 . )  "  Whatsoever  the  Lord  pleased 
ikit  did  he  in  heaven,  and  in  earth,  in  the  seas,  and  all  deep  places." 
— (Ps.  cxxxv.  6.)  •*  The  PLEASURE  hi  the  Lord  SHALL  pros- 
per in  his  hand.*^ — (Isa.  liii.  10.)  **  My  counsel  shall  stand,  and  I 
WILL  do  all  my  PLEASURE."— (Isa.  xlvi.  10.) 

Thus  it  is  God's  pleasure  that  all  men  shall  eventually  become 
holy  and  happy.  It  is  his  pleasure  that  all  shall  comply  with 
whatever  conditions,  and  pass  through  whatever  changes  may  be 
necessary  to  make  them  become  so.  And  he  himself  declares  in 
most  EMPHATIC  language,  that  he  WILL  do  ALL  HIS  PLEA- 
SURE ! !  Can  there  be  any  thin^  more  conclusive  than  this  argu- 
ment ?     Let  ray  friend  invalidate  it  in  any  point. 

Eleventh  Argument : 

THE  PRESENCE  OP   GOD  IN  ALL  MEN. 
Proposition — L    God  will  eventually  dvrcll  in  all  men..    2  In  whateror  heart 
*  God  sheds  abroad  his  divine  presence,  there  is  holiness  and  happiness. 

Proof — 1.  God  will  eventually  dwell  in  all  men.  This  most  im- 
portant truth  we  learn  from  St.  Paul.  **  Then  cometh  the  end, 
when  he  shall  have  delivered  up  the  kingdom  to  God,  even  the  Fa- 
ther ;  when  he  shall  have  put  down  all  rule,  and  all  authority  and 
power.  For  he  mupt  reign,  till  he  hath  put  all  enemies  under  bis 
feet.  The  last  enemy  that  shall  be  destroyed  is  death  For  he 
hath  put  all  things  under  his  feet.  *  *  *  And  when  all  things  shall 
be  subdued  unto  him,  then  shall  the  Son  also  himself  be  subject 
onto  him  that  put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be  ALL  IN 
ALL."— (Cor.  XV.  24—28.) 

This  quotation  affirms  the  following  particulars.  1.  That  Christ 
shall  rei^n  in  his  Mediatorial  Kingdom,  until  ALL  MEN  are  brought 
into  subjection  to  him ;  become  bis  obedient  subjects,  and  members 
of  his  kingdom.  This  is  proved  by  the  assertion  that  **  all  enemies 
shall  be  put  under  his  feet,** — which  signifies  that  all  principles, 
evils,  impediments,  that  prevent  men  yielding  obedience  to  Christ, 
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•hall  be  destroyed.  The  kind  of  enemies  to  be  put  noder  his  feet» 
iti  indicated  by  the  nature  of  the  last  enemy*  DEATH — Death  of 
every  kind,  Bpiritoal,  moral  and  natural.  Ail  thingrs  shall  be  sub- 
dued to  Christ..  Thin  subjection  will  not  .be  forced,  bat  willing, 
cheerful,  and  glad.  What  ^lory  coald  there  be  to  Christ  or  Ood  m 
an  arbitrary,  forced  subjection  !  That  this  subjection"  is  a  cheerful 
and  willing  one,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  all  men  will  become 
subject  to  Christ,  in  the  same  manner  that  Christ  became  subject  to 
God.  It  is  the  same  original  Greek  word  in  both  places.  **  When 
all  things  shall  be  subdued  [upotagel  unto  him,  (Christ,)  |lhen 
shall  the  Son  also  himself  be  subject  [upotagesetai]  nnto  him  that 
put  all  things  ui^der  him,  that  God  may  be  all  in  all."  2.  This 
passage  also  teaches  us,  that  when  all  things — ^all  men — shall 
have  been  brought  into  willing  subjection  to  Christ,  and  made 
members  of  his  mediatorial  kingdom,  then  Christ  shall  deliver 
up  his  kingdom  composed  of  all  mankind,  into  the  hands  of  God 
the  Father.  3.  That  all  men  having  thus  through  the  influences 
of  Christ's  reign,  become  fitted  for  the  residence  of  God's  holy  spirit, 
God  himself  shall  then  dwell  in  the  hearts  of  all  men.  4.  That 
God  shall  not  only  dwell  in  all  men,  but  he  shall  be  ALL  in  ill 
MEN.  No  opposing  spirit,  principle  or  will,  shall  be  there.  Aij* 
within  ALL  MEN,  shall  be  in  unity  with  God's  snirit, 

2.  When  God  thus  dwells  in  all  men,  then  all  will  be  holy  and 
happy.    This  is  self-evident 

Twelfth  Argument: — 

THE  WlIX  OF  GOD. 

PiioPOSlTiON— 1.  It  U  God'«  Will  that  all  men  shall  f>t  iared,  andccma  to  the 

knowledge  of  the  Tmth.    V.  The  Will  of  God  must  become  perfectly  accomplbiied. 

Proof — I.  It  is  God's  Will  that  all  men  shall  be  saved.  "  Having 
made  known  unto  us  the  mystery  of  bis  will,  according  to  his  good 
pleasure,  which  he  hath  proposed  in  himself:  That  in  the  dispen- 
sation of  the  fulness  of  times,  he  might  gather  together  in  one,  all  • 
things  in  Christ ;  both  which  are  in  heaven,  and  which  are  on 
earth,  even  in  him."— (Eph.  i.  9,  10.)  God  •*  WILL  HAVE  ALL 
MEN  to  be  saved,  and  to  come  unto  the  knowledge  of  the  Truth." 
— (iTim.  ii.  4.) 

This  language  is  plain,  emphatic  and  decisive.  It  assserts  in  so 
many  words,  as  distinctly  as  language  can  utter  thoughts,  that  God 
will  have  all  men  to  be  saved.  I  deem  this  perfectly  decisive  of 
the  question  before  us.  It  places  it  beyond  controversy.  There  is 
absolutely  no  ground  left  for  debate.  The  Apostle  emphatically  de- 
clares precisely  what  this  question  affirms,  that  all  men  will  finally 
be  saved  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth !  This  testimony  is 
not  uttered  in  figurative  or  paraboUcal  language,  but  in  plain,  literal 
words,  which  are  perfectly  understood  by  all  intelligent  minds. 
Every  man  who  places  more  confidence  in  the  Bible,  than  in  hu- 
man creeds, — who  gives  more  weight  to  Jehovah's  word  than  to 
erring  man's — all  who  will  **  let  Qod  he  tbub  though  it  makes  every 
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man  a  liar,"  will  bow  in  acknowleJgment  of  the  testimony  of 
the  Apostle,  and  believe  God  *'  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved." 

As  God  has  willed  the  salvation  of  all  men  h^  must  necessarily 
have  willed  the  means  to  accomplish  that  salvation ;  and  means  too, 
that  are  perfectly  adapted  to  the  end  desiened.  Otherwise  he  has 
not  acted  on  the  common  principles  of  intelligence.  Nowise  being 
deliberately  wills  or  determines  to  achieve  an  enterprise,  without 
willing,  or  in  other  words,  providing  such  means  as  are  adequate  to 
the  undertaking. 

2.  The  will  of  God  must  ultimately  become  perfectly  accom- 
plished. If  Jehovah  is  the  being  we  worship  as  GOD — i.  e.  if  he 
18  Infinite  in  Wisdom  and  Omnipotent  in  Power — if  his  resources 
are  qji^boanded,  his  knowledge  and  skill  without  limit — if,  in  fine, 
he  is  a  Perfjcct  God — then  his  deliberately  formed  Will,  that  all 
men  shall  be  saved,  must  in  due  time,  become  perfectly  fulfilled. 
To  deny  this,  is  to  deny  his  attributes.  To  take  any  other  ground, 
is  virtually  to  insist  that  he  is  not  a  perfect  God. 

Either  God  can  save  all  men,  but  will  not,  or  he  would  save  all, 
but  cannot,  or  he  can  and  tciU  save  all.  One  of  these  three  posi- 
tions must  necessarily  be  true.  To  affirm  the  first,  conflicts  with 
his  CroodneM.  The  second  destroys  his  Wisdom  and  Power.  The 
third  accords  to  him  Goodness,  Wisdom  and  Power,  and  makes  him 
a  PERFECT  DEITY. 

An  appeal  to  the  Scriptures  will  abundantly  support  this  decision 
of  Reason.  There  is  not  a  truth  more  distinctly  taught,  or  one 
more  emphatically  expressed,  than  that  theWillof  God  is  Supreme 
in  the  Universe,  and  that  all  its  purposes  and  designs  must  be  com- 
pletely accomplished.  Christ  came  to  do  the  Will  of  God — **  I  came 
down  from  Heaven  not  to  do  mine  own  Will,  but  the  Will  of  him  that 
sent  me." — (John  vi.  38.)  •*  My  meat  is  to  do  the  Will  of  Him  that 
sent  me,  and  to  finish  his  work." — (John  iv.  34.)  W^ould  Christ  come 
to  do  God's  Will  if  it  cannot  be  done  ?  Is  not  the  fact  that  he  come  ex- 
pressly to  do  the  Will  of  God,  and  that  it  is  his  meat  [pleasure]  to  ac- 
accomplish  it,  positive  evidence  that  it  both  can  and  will  be  done  ? 
Besides  how  can  he  finish  his  Father's  work,  if  he  does  not  complete 
his  Will  ?  Jesus  prayed,  **  Thy  Will  be  done  in  earth  as  itis  in  hea- 
ven.**— (Matt.  vi.  10.)  W^ill  not  the  prayer  of  Christ  be  answered  ? 
Or  was  Christ  ignorant,  and  did  not  understand  his  own  words,  or 
did  not  know  wl^t  God*s  Will  was,  and  prayed  for  what  never 
could  take  place  ?  But  Jesus  knew  for  what  he  prayed.  His  prayer 
was  heard,  and  will  be  answered. — "  Father  I  thank  thee  that  thou 
hast  heard  me.  And  I  know  that  thou  hearest  me  always.** — (John 
xi.  41 ,  42.)  Rev.  Dr.  Olin,  in  a  sermon  preached  before  the  Oneida 
Methodist  Conference,  at  its  last  session,  said  of  Christ — '*  His 
prayers  will  PREVAIL,'*  for  he  says,  *•  I  know  that  thou  hearest 
me  always.**  God*s  Will  is  that  all  men  shall  be  saved  and  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth.  If  Christ  prays  that  God*s  Will 
may  be  doBe«  and  hit  prayers  always  prevail,  and  are  always  an- 


y  Google 


254  holmes'  8KVENTH  EEPLT 

swered,  then  all  men  mast  eventually  be  saved  ! !  '*  He  doeth  ac- 
cording to  his  Will  in  the  army  of  heaven,  and  among  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  earth :  and  none  can  stay  his  hand,  or  say  unto  him. 
what  doest  thou  ?"— (Dan.  iv.  35.)  "  Who  worketh  ALL  THINGS 
after  the  counsel  of  his  own  WiI];*--CEph.  i.  II.)  Can  language 
be  more  positive  or  decisive  than  this  ? 

Here  then,  b  the  argument :  God  W^ills  (it  is  immaterial  whether 
it  is  a  will  of  desire  or  of  determination)  that  all  men  shall  be 
saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Truth.  The  Scriptures 
distinctly  assert,  that  he  doeth  according  to  his  Will  in  heaven  and 
earth  and  that  he  worketh  ali  tkinge  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  will! 
The  conclusion  is  plain ! — emplmtic !— irresistible ! ! ! — [Time  ex- 
pired. 

[MR.  HOLMKS^  SEVXKTH  RKPLT.] 

The  remark  made  b)r  Mr.  Austin,  at  tbe  close  of  bis  speech,  over- 
turns the  whole  of  his  argument.  After  arguing  at  length,  that 
God's  will  is  absolute,  in  regard  to  the  final  salvation  of  men,  he 
closes  by  saying — it  matters  not,  whether  it  be  the  will  of  desire  or 
determination. 

Mr.  Austin. — As  to  final  results. 

Mr.  Holmes. — That  does  not  alter  the  case.  Final  results  cannot 
be  made  sure,  without  ij^e  absolute  and  unconditional  will  of  God. 
If  the  will  of  God  respecting  human  salvation  be  a  will  of  desire 
— not  of  positive  determination,  it  falls  infinitely  short  of  the  point 
at  which  the  gentleman  aims.  Positive  determination  admits  no 
contingencies  whatever :  but  a  will  of  desire  may  admit  moral  agen- 
cy, and  the  free  and  unrestrained  operation  of  moral  government, 
both  of  which  are  utterly  irreconcilable  with  positive  determina- 
tion. 

The  audience  have  now,  other  proof  besides  my  assertion,  that 
Mr.  Austin  is  a  critic  in  the  Greek  language.  The^Greek  word,  or 
words,  found  in  the  New  Testament,  in  various  forms,  according  to 
the  mood  and  tense  of  the  verb  in  which  they  are  used,  and  em- 
nloyed  to  express  the  desire,  wish,  or  will  of  God,  are  from  'Hhe- 
loo,**  signifying  to  will,  to  wish,  to  be  wont,  or  accustomed— and 
sometimes,  to  be  able.  •*  Thelema,**  the  noun,  is  defined — will,  wiph, 
desire.  The  adjective  form, "  theletos*'  is  defined,  **wishedfor,  icilled, 
agreeable,  desirable.^  The  form  of  this  word  employed  in  1  Tim. 
ii.  4,  is  "  theleir  Leusden  translates  it  by  the  Latin  word  "  tm/r," 
from  the  neuter  "volo,*^  which,  says  Ainsworth,  means  "  to  he  mil- 
ing,  to  wish,  to  desire,  to  mean,  to  wish,  one  well.*'  In  this  form  it 
stands  in  the  Latin  vulgate,  **  vulV*  being  in  the  present  tense ;  and 
this  answers  to  the  form  of  the  Greek  *•  thelei^^  which  is  also  in 
the  present  tense.  The  literal  rendering  of  the  passage,  therefore, 
iM,  that  God  ynlls,  wishes  or  desires  that  all  men  ahould  be  saved 
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and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  now,  at  the  present  time. 
The  idea  of  absoluteness,  or  positive  determination,  with  respect  to 
Jinai  salvation,  cannot,  by  possibility,  be  tortured  from  this  passage 
in  Tim.,  without  perverting  the  plainly  expressed  meaning  of  words, 
and  doing  violence  to  the  established  rules  of  philology.  Now,  as 
we  have  already  argued,  if  the  will  of  God  be  absolute,  it  is  so 
now,  respecting  the  present  moral  condition  of  men ;  but  it  does  not 
produce  present  salvation,  hence  cannot,  in  itself,  give  any  assur- 
ance of  future  or  finai  salvation. 

Moreover,  this  word,  translated  will,  desire,  wish,  is  used  in  va- 
rious forms  in  the  scriptures,  where,  to  give  it  the  absolute  sienifi- 
eation,  would  be  absurd  to  the  last  degree.  For  example.  Matt, 
xxvi.  39 — **  not  as  I  will,  {theh)  but  as  thou  wilt."  According  to 
my  friend's  argument  and  criticism  it  should  read,  not  as  I  absolutely 
and  positively  will,  but  as  thou  absolutely  and  positively  wilt.  Here 
we  should  have,  according  to  the  Universalist  criticism,  one  abso- 
lute will  submitting  to  another  will;  not  more  positive  and  absolute 
than  itself.  1  Thess.  iv.  3,  **  It  is  the  will  {uulema)  of  God,  even 
your  sanetification.'*  That  is,  it  was  the  absolvte,  positive  deter  mi' 
nation  of  God,  at  that  time,  that  they  should  be  sanctified.  Here 
the  word  is  in  the  substantive  form,  and  the  verb  connected  with  it 
M  in  the  present  tense.  And  yet  many  of  those  to  whom  the  Apos- 
tle was  writing,  were  not  sanctified— did  not  <*abstain  from  fornica- 
tion." Hence,  according  to  Mr.  Austin's  principles  of  interpreta- 
tion, they  resisted  the  absolute,  omnipotent  will  of  God.  Another 
form  of  the  same  word  is  used  by  our  Lord  in  Matt,  xxiii.  37, 
— ••  how  oft  would  {ethelesa)  I  have  gathered  you,  &c., — and  ye 
would  ietkelesate)  not."  In  this  case,  the  absolute  will  of  the  Jews 
resisted  and  overcame  the  absolute  will  of  Christ. 

The  sophistry  in  Mr.  Austin's  argument  on  the  will  of  God  is, 
that  it  is  based  upon  a  mere  assumption  that  it  is  absolute ;  and  he 
attempts  to  press  thelGreek  word,  just  considered,  into  his  service ; 
and  to  effect  his  purpose,  he  assumes  again,  that  the  word  means 
just  what  he  wants  it  to;  and  thus, by  assuming  a  principle  or  fact 
as  often  as  he  needs  one  to  make  out  his  case,  ne  manages  to  draw 
out  a  long  harangue,  on  the  will  of  God.  But  one  touch  of  sound 
criticism,  demolishes  the  whole  superstructure.  Of  what  avail  is 
all  this  declamation,  so  long  as  the  starting  points  are  all  assumed  7 
And  this  is  true  also  of  his  definitions.  They  are  arbitrarily  framed 
with  direct  reference  to  the  principles  of  Universalism,  and  in  direct 
contravention  to  acknowledged  standards,  both  literary  and  theolog- 
ical. He  wishes  to  use  a  word,  the  meaning  of  which  has  been 
established  for  ages — he  frames  a  definition  for  it  to  suit  the  **  sui 
ftneruT  character  of  Universalism,  and  then,  assuming  that  it  bears 

ittst  the  sense  he  has  afilxed  to  it,  starts  off  upon  a  gallop,  with  a 
ong  lorry,  written  before  he  came  here,  for  the  express  purpose  of 
pcodacing  popdar  efllect«  The  gentleman  is  welcome  to  all  the 
capital  he  can  make  out  of  mch  bastless  and  bombastic  9iSoit\A. 
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One  word  more  respecting  the  verse  quoted  from  Timothy — **  who 
will  have  all  men  to  be  saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth/'  Few,  if  any,  passages  are  quoted  to  sustain  UniveraaJ- 
ism  more  frequently  than  this;  and  yet,  as  we  have  teen,  it  not 
only  does  not  atford  any  proof  in  supiKirt  of  that  theory,  but  it 
really  furnishes  an  argument  against  it.  It  was  the  will  of  God 
Uun  that  all  men  should  be  saved ;  but  all  men  were  not  saved 
then,  nor  have  they  been  since,  though,  as  mv  friend  would  ihave 
it,  his  will  has  been  absolute  during  the  whole  intervening  period. 
Here  is  a  palpable  fact  The  will  of  God  does  not  prepuce  the 
salvation  of  all  men.  VV^e  need  not  go  back  to  the  Antediluvians 
— nor  to  the  heathen  world,  for  examples — they  are  around  as  in 
every  direction,  they  are  in  this  assembly.  If  that  view  of  the  will 
of  God  contended  for  by  my  opponent,  be  correct,  why  are  we  not 
all  saved  now  ?  If  our  only  dependence  is  on  the  will  of  God,  oar 
conclusion  must  he,  that  God  docs  not  will  or  desire  our  salvation 
noit,  or,  that  the  will  of  Grod  does  not  uncoR(/tftofui//y  assure  us  of 
salvation  in  the  future.  And  this  latter  is  the  correct  conclusion, 
agreeing  as  well  with  conscience  and  reason,  as  with  the  word  of 
God,  which  makes  human  salvation  depend  on  faith  in  Christ, 
who  is  the  **  author  of  eternal  salvation"  to  all  such  as  believe. 
Christ  said  to  the  Jews,  **  Ye  will  not  come  to  me,  that  ye  might 
have  life."  If  men  miss  of  salvation  here,  by  resisting  the  will  of 
Christ,  they  may  miss  of  heaven  for  the  same  reason  :  indeed,  this 
agrees  with  his  own  words — *'  he  that  believeth  not,  shall  be 
damned.^'  To  harmonize  with  the  gentleman*s  doctrine,  these  pas- 
sages ought  to  read — **  Ye  will  not  come  to  me  that  ve  might  have 
life — nevertheless,  ye  shall  have  life,  whether  you  wilt  come  to  me  or 
noV* — "  he  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  and  he  that  believeth  not, 
shall  be  saved."  What  will  my  friend  do  with  these  plain  cases  of 
resistance  offered  to  the  will  of  Christ,  and  the  consequent  forfeiture 
of  spiritual  blessings  ?  Will  he  take  the  ground  occupied  by  Mr. 
Skinner,  that  Christ  was  liable'to  mistake,  and  hence  his  will  ia 
not  to  be  depended  on,  as  the  will  of  God  ?  This  ground  he  must 
take,  or  admit  the  will  of  God  is  not  absolute.  The  foregoing  ma^ 
suffice  as  an  answer  to  the  argument  from  the  will  of  God,  until 
something  more  shall  be  presented  by  Mr.  Austin. 

The  gentleman  says,  that  though  men  were  "subjected  to  vanity, 
not  willingly,*'  vet  it  was  not  necessary  that  they  should  sin.  in 
this  my  friend  has  placed  himself  in  a  position,  anything  but  en- 
viable. He  is  under  the  necessity  of  doing  something  to  extricate 
himself  from  a  serious  difficulty,  and  the  very  effort  he  makes,  only 
entangles  him  more.  He  comes  in  contact, /rs<,  with  the  standard 
writers  on  Universalism.  Ballou*s  Lectures,  page  74— on  Atone- 
ment, pages  31,  32,  34,  35.  Balfour's  2d  Inquiry,  page  27.  Bor- 
er's Pro  and  Con  of  Universalism,  page  255,  affirms  that  "am 
proceeds  wholly  and  altogether  from  our  animal  nature.'*  Such  is 
the  doctrine  taught  by  all  these  writers,  sod  Mr.  Balloa  ridicules 
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the  idea  that  man  was  brought  into  a  fftate  of  snbjection  to  vanity 
by  sin,  but  maintains  that  it  was  the  result  of  the  divine  arrangerrent. 
Pa^e  64,  on  Atonement,  he  says,  •*  man  is  dependent  in  all  hit 
volitions,  and  moves  by  necessity. "*  Secondly,  in  this  disclaimer  my 
friend  contradicts  himeelf.  He  has  taught,  in  this  discusfion,  and 
elsewhere,  that  God  created  man  in  an  imperfect  and  impure  state 
— that  all  sin  arises  from  causes  inherent  in  **  the  bodily  portion  of 
our  nature,  which  exists  in  this  life.'*  If  this  be  true,  men  are 
necessartly  the  subjects  of  sin  and  misery.  In  the  third  place,  he 
contradicts  the  theory  he  has  been  at  so  much  pains  to  rear  on  the 
passage  in  Romans  viii.  20.  The  theory  of  progression,  introduced 
by  him,  was  intended,  he  tells  us,  to  sa?e  men  from  that  to  which  they 
were  subjected — that  is  from  sin  and  misery.  Bui  if  men  were  not 
subjected  to  sin  and  misery  unwillingly,  then  it  follows  they  might 
have  maintained  their  freedom,  and  thus  rendered  his  theory  unnec- 
essary, so  far  as  it  was  intended  to  deliver  men  from  **  subjection 
to  vanity." 

But  look  at  the  logic  of  the  gentleman.  The  human  race  is  *' sub- 
jectto  vanity,  rioitrw/mg^y,'*  and  yet  they  might  have  ffvoiV/edtHXwi>y. 
Perhaps  my  friend  has  made  some  new  discoveries  in  the  science  of 
the  human  mind ;  if  so.  I  would  be  g)ad  to  learn.  Is  there  neutral 
ground  for  an  intelligent  being  in  regard  to  deeds  really  performed 
— a  point  at  which  he  is  neither  willing  nor  unwilling  ?  If  he  can 
make  this  out,  it  will  go  far  towards  relieving  his  di^^ngreeable  atti- 
tude. But  until  this  is  made  to  appear,  I  shall  abide  by  the  common 
sense  view  of  the  subject,  viz :  that  the  will  cam  ot  be  neutral 
— must  be  brought  into  action  in  reference  to  every  thing  that  af- 
fects moral  character.  There  is,  and  can  be,  no  middle  point  be- 
tween willingly  and  unwillingly.  If,  then,  subjection  to  vanity  was 
not  anwillins;,  it  was  willing.  If  willing,  it  was  not  by  the  agen- 
cy of  God  ;  if  unwilling,  the  agency  and  will  of  man  was  not  a  party 
to  the  transaction,  and  God  alone  is  responsible  for  the  moral  con- 
dition of  the  human  race.  This  latter  conclusion  is  unavoidable, 
from  the  premises  of  Universalism,  and  the  positions  taken  by  Mr. 
Austin.  It  is  taught  in  the  writings  of  leading  Universali^s,  that  a 
temporary  state  of  sin  and  misery  is  brought  in,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  men  more  holy  and  happy  hereafter.  And  this  is  what  they 
mean  by  being  "  subject  to  vanity,  not  willingly.**  Mr.  Austin  has 
contended  for  the  same  doctrine  here,  mof^t  stoutly.  It  is  on  this 
ground.'mainly,  that  he  rests  his  defence  of  the  character  of  God,  as 
Father  of  the  human  family.  I  have  urged  upon  my  friend  this 
difficulty — if  men  are  not  moral  agents,  governed  according  to  the 
principles  of  moral  law,  and  hence  responsible  for  the  final  results 
of  their  conduct,  why  does  not  God  iiotf,  by  his  infinite  wisdom 
and  power,  in  the  most  c/irwf  and  immediate  v^Ry,  make  all  his  chil- 
dren holy  and  happy.  If  he  has  wisdom  and  power  to  do  it,  he 
must  be  wanting  in  goodness,  to  allow  their  present  condition  to  con- 
tinue.    But  if  his  goodness  would  prompt  him  to  do  it,  he  must 
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certainly  be  deficient  in  wisdom  or  power,  or  both,  since  he  dor» 
not  elTict  their  deliverance.  To  this,  the  answer  of  Universalism, 
an  J  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  the  design  of  our  heavenly  Father  in  con- 
tinuing men  so  long  in  a  state  of  sin,  with  all  its  consequences,  is  that 
he  may  make  them  more  holy  and  happy  hereafter — that  is,  for  it 
a'Dounts  to  just  this — GoJ  has  neither  wisdom  nor  power  to  make 
men  sufficiently  holy  and  happy,  without  taking  them  through  a 
state  of  moral  depravity,  degradation  .and  misery. 

The  dorlriiie  set  up  and  contended  for  by  Mr.  Austin,  represents 
Almighty  God  in  a  light,  which  has  more  than  once  reminded  me 
of  the  Dutch  Physician  who  was  called  to  see  a  sick  child.  He 
felt  his  pulse,  and  looked  at  his  tongue,  as  doctors  generally  do. 
What  ails  the  child  ?  enquired  the  anxious  mother.  TJJie  Doctor, 
shaking  his  head,  frankly  confessed  he  did  not  know.  A^ain  ex- 
amining the  symptoms  with  no  better  success,  he  seemed  in  much 
perplexity  ;  when  suddenU ,  starting  up  as  though  he  had  made  a 
discovery  that  would  at  once  relieve  the  case,  he  exclaimed  :  I  will 
tell  you  what  I  can  do,  I  can  give  the  child  something  to  throw  it 
into  fits,  and  then  I  am  death  onfit^H  Messrs.  Moderators,  is  net 
this  precisely  the  light  in  which  the  gentleman  holds  up  the  char- 
acter of  the  Infinite  Jehovah  ?  He  could  not  make  men  holy  and 
happy  Ki first ;  here  wasa  ditficulty  he  could  not  obviate.  But  there 
was  one  thing  he  could  do :  he  could  throw  the  world  into  a  state 
of  sin  and  misery,  and  then  he  is  death  on  sin,  and  in  this  way  will 
manage  to  secure  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men.  How 
this  view  honors  Almighty  God !  Or  rather,  how  it  dishonors  him. 
It  is  the  old  atheistic  notion  of  certain  heathen  Philosophers,  who 
taught  that  evil  arose  from  a  perverse  principle  in  matter,  which 
the  omnipotence  of  God  could  not  overcome.  Mr.  Austin  has 
quoted  from  Dr.  Clarke,  on  the  love  of  God,  and  carries  the  idea  that 
there  is  a  contradiction  between  the  Doctor  and  myself  on  this  point. 
As  he  has  quoted  Dr.  Clarke  a  number  of  times,  and  probably  may 
do  so  many  times  more,  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the  audience 
to  the  manner  in  which  it  is  done.  I  can  have  no  sort  of  objection 
to  his  quoting  Clarke,  or  any  other  Methodist  author,  when  he  does 
it  correctly  Sind  fairly.  But  1  will  convince  this  audience,  that  ia 
quoting  Clarke,  he  has  thus  far  been  anything  but  fair.  For  exam- 
ple, in  the  discussion  of  the  first  question,  he  quotes  from  Clarke's 
*<  Preface  to  Galatians,"  to  prove  there  were  Jews  at  Galatia, 
(a  fact  not  disputed,)  and  then  draws  the  inference  necessary  to  his 
arguments  that  it  was  Clarke*s  opinion,  that  the  redemption  men- 
tioned in  Gal.  iii.  13,  was  from  the  curse  of  the  ceremonial  law  ; 
whereas,  Dr.  Clarke  expressly  says  otherwise  in  his  comment  od 
this  verse,  where  he  makes  the  redemption  referred  to,  Christ's  work 
of  atonement,  in  which  he  **  bore  the  punishment  due  to  sin,** 
Again,  when  the  chastening  of  God^s  people,  as  distinguished  from 
penal  inflictions  upon  the  the  tingodly,  was  under  discussion,  Mr. 
Austin  qaoted  Clarki  to  support  him  in  hit  views  of  chastening. 
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Jkni  how  did  b6  do  it  ?    Why,  strange  as  it  may  appear,  be  takea 
CJarke's  remarks  on  scourging  criminuis,  to  explain  the  nature  of 
c'laUening;  while  Clarke  himself  says,  on  the  word  chabtisement 
CHeb.  xii.  8,)  the  very  word  under  consideration,  **  the  original 
'Word  *pjideia*  does  not  imply  stripes  a,nd  pnnisJiments,  but  the  (lis- 
cipiine  of  a  child,'*  thus  directly  confuting  ^Ir.  Austin,  and  affirm- 
ing my  view  of  the  distinction  between  the  punishment  of  the  sin- 
ner, and  (he  chastening  of  the  children  of  God.     Such  are  the  meth- 
ods by  which  the  advocates  of  Universalit^m  obtain  concessions  to 
their  vlfews.     This  cour^e  is  pursued  by  VVhittemore,  and  by  Paige 
in  his  ''Selections,"  who  deliberately  takes  the  comment  of  Dod- 
dridge, on  John  v.  25,  and  transfers  it  to  John  v.  28,  29,  and  thus 
makes  Doddridge  utter  a  sentiment  he  never  intended.     He  also 
takes  Dr.  VVhitby^s  note  on  1  Peter  iv.  6,  and  places  it  under  John 
▼.  28,  29,  as  proof  that  Whitby  sustained  the  Universalist  exposi- 
tion of  that  passage.     Let  me  ask  this  audience — is  this  fair  ?  is  it 
honest  ?  can  a  cause  founded  in  truth  and  righteousness  need  such 
measures  of  defence  ?    I  was  not  expecting  this  course  to  be  taken  ' 
by  my  friend  of  the  opposite  side,  but  the  examples  already  ad- 
ducea,  with  the  one  under  immediate  consideration,  give  lamenta- 
ble evidence  of  the  perverting  iniiuence  of  error,  upon  a  mind, 
which  might  otherwise,  under  all  circumstances,  preserve  a  strict 
regard  for  propriety.      I  do  not  wish  to  lose  my  confidence  in  the 
argamenlative  fairness  of  my  opponent.     It  gives  me  no  pleasure 
to  think  he  intends  to  be  uncandid  in  his  representations.     But 
certainly,  this  looks  like  it.     Dr.  Clarke*s  remarks  on  the  love  of 
God,  have  no  reference  to  the  subject  in  dispute  between  Mr.  Aus- 
tin and  myself :  they  refer  to  the  doctrine  of  unconditional  reproba- 
tion of  men  to  damnation.     That  this  notion  is  inconsistent  with 
the  love  of  God,  is  a  point  in  which  I  fully  coincide  with  Clarke. 
This  doctrine,  however,  is  not  more  inconsistent  with  the  charac- 
ter of  God»  than  that  of  unconditional,  universal  salvation.    If  this 
is  the  way  my  friend  quotes  authorities,  we  shall  be  obliged  lo  take 
his  assertions,  hereafter,  with  some  grains  of  allowance.     The  gen- 
tleman refers  again  to  the  verse  quoted  from  Genesis:  '*  it  repented 
the  Lord  that  he  had  made  man.''     What  does  my  friend  intend  to 
moke  out  of  this?    I  simply  quolei  the  language,  without  note 
or  comment     Hence,  if  he  cavils,  it  must  be  with  the  words  of 
scripture — not  with  my  exposition  of  them.     I  do  not  wonder,  how- 
ever, that  he  has  such  aversion  to  these  words,  as  the}*  stand . 
They  completely  overthrow  his  theory  of  himian  progression,  and 
his  notion  of  the  absoluteness  of  the  divine  will,  by  proving  man 
did  not  answer  the  benevolent  design  of  God  in  creation — but 
strayed  from  the  path  of  duty  and  rectitude ;  hence,  in  view  of  his 
corruption  and  wickedness,  he  declared,  '*  the  end  of  all  flesh  has 
come  before  me." 

My  friend  says,  God  never  punishes  men  but  to  reform  them. 
Did  be  destroy  the  generation  before  the  flood,  to  reform  them  / 
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Did  he  orerthrow  the  host  of  Pharaoh,  to  refonn  them  ?  Did  he 
burn  the  Sodomites  with  fire  and  brimRtone,  to  reform  them  ?  Was 
the  destruction  of  Korah  and  his  company,  a.  measure  adopted  for 
their  reformation  ?  There  are  a  thousand  similar  instances  on  the 
pages  of  sacred  and  profane  history.  These  are  most  remarkable 
methods  for  promoting  reformation  ! !  That  reformation  is  often 
an  end  of  punishment,  is  true — but  that  God  never  punishes,  except 
to  reform  the  punished,  is  irreconcilad>Ie  with  scripture  and  fact. 

Mr.  Austin  is  also  wide  of  the  mark,  in  what  he  says  of  my 
views  of  justice  and  mercy.  What  I  hold  is,  that  justice  is  not  an 
original  attribute  of  God,  but  a  form  of  the  divine  holiness,  assumed 
towards  transgressors.  Its  province  is  to  guard  the  administration 
of  God  from  moral  imperfection,  and  visit  the  incorrigible  ofTender 
with  deserved  punishment.  Mercy  is  a  form  of  divine  goodness, 
which  aims  at  the  relief  of  transgressors,  by  providing  the  way  and 
means  of  their  return  to  divine  favor.  Its  province  is  to  treat  sin- 
ners better  than  they  deserve,  on  principles  reconcilable  with  the 
purity  and  stability  of  moral  government.  And  in  the  harmonious 
action  of  justice  and  mercy,  onlut  is  to  be  found  the  great  balance 
wheel  which  regulates  the  affairs  of  the  moral  universe.  When 
these  a^ree,  the  attributes  of  God  cannot  clash.  Inhere  is  har- 
mony m  the  divine  nature,  and  dignity,  stability,  and  order, 
throughout  the  moral  world.  During  this  whole  discussion,  thus 
far,  Mr.  Austin  has  taken  a  one-sided  and  distorted  view  of  the  di- 
vine character.  He  has  said  but  little  of  the  attributes,  but  has  in- 
sisted mostly,  upon  the  influence  of  certain  relations  and  aflfectionB, 
which  may  or  may  not  exist,  without  disturbing' the  perfection  and 
harmony  of  God. 

The  next  argument  Mr.  Austin  presents,  to  prove  all  men  will  be 
saved,  is  drawn  from  the  foreknowledge  of  God.  He  argues,  what 
God  foresees,  must  certainly  come  to  pass ;  or  that  to  foreknow  a 
thing,  is  the  same  as  to  ordain  it.  It  is  true  that  God  knows  all 
things.  But  it  is  not  true  that  all  things  do  therefore  occur  of  ne- 
cessity. This  would  make  him  directly  responsible  for  all  sin,  sim- 
ey  because  he  foreknows  it.  The  argument  is  built  upon  two  fal- 
cies.  The  first  consists  in  supposing  divine  foreknowledge  deter- 
mines the  cfiaracter  of  events.  An  event  may  be  either  contingent 
or  necessary — but  it  is  not  rendered  the  one,  or  the  other,  by  the 
fact  that  God  knows  it.  Knowledge  in  itself  is  passive,  and  exerts 
no  influence  on  the  event  known,  by  which  its  character  is  de- 
termined or  modified.  Therejs  nothing  in  mere  knowledge,  that  af- 
fects an  event  in  any  way,  though  ihe  occurrence  of  an  event  does 
affect  knowledge.  I  know  the  sun  shines,  but  the  sun  does  not 
shine  because  I  know  it ;  but  rather,  I  know  it,  becaupe  it  shines. 
And  so  an  event  flowing  from  human  agency,  does  not  occur  be- 
ciu^e  God  knows  it — but  rather,  God  knows  ii,  because  it  occurs. 
Such  an  event  is  not  therefore  any  the  more  certain,  or  necessary, 
because  Grod  knows  it  will  occur,  than  it  would  be,  if  we  could  sup* 
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pose  God  ienorant  of  it  notil  it  takes  place.  Another  fallacy  on 
'which  my  friend  builds  this  argument,  consists  in  confounding  cer- 
tainty and  necessity — things  in  themselves  entirely  different.  An 
event  may  be  certain,  without  being  necessary.  Certainly  is  that 
irhich  urill  be,  though  it  might  have  been  otherwise.  Necessity  is  that 
which  must  he,  and  cannot  be  otherwise.  God  may  know  an  event 
to  be  certain,  simply  because  he  is  infinite  in  knowledge ;  but  at  the 
same  time,  the  event  is  not  necessary,  because  it  might  have  been 
otkeruise.  God  may  certainly  know  that  a  particular  sinner  will 
be  lost,  but  why  does  he  know  it  ?  Not  because  there  is  anv  efficient 
influence  in  mere  knowledge— but  because  he  foresees  the  sinner 
will  voluntarily  choose  death,  in  the  error  of  his  ways;  and  he 
knows,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  sinner  has  power  to  take  a  differ- 
ent course  and  be  saved.  If,  therefore,  he  knows  a  sinner  will  b« 
lost,  he  knows  it  as  the  result  of  the  willful  rejection  of  the  Gospel, 
and  at  the  same  time  he  knows  the  sinner  has  (if  be  Would  use  it) 
power  to  repent,  and  cban^  the  nature  of  his  destiny.  The  re- 
sponsibility of  the  event,  it  is  plain  from  this,  rests  upon  man,  not 
on   God. 

By  taking  into  view  these  two  important  points,  wholly  over- 
looked by  Mr.  Austin,  viz,  that  knowledge  in  itself  cannot  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  character  of  events,  and  that  an  event  is  not  neces' 
sary,  because  it  is  certain,  we  shall  find  no  difficulty  in  reconciling 
foreknowledge  with  the  contingency  of  events,  and  the  moral  agen- 
cy of  man.  The  conclusion  which  my  friend  would  draw  from  di- 
vine foreknowledge,  seems  to  be  this— that  it  would  be  incompati- 
bte  with  the  character  of  God,  to  allow  a  being  to  come  into  exis- 
tence whom  he  foreknew  would  ht  finally  miserable — that  he  would 
have  allowed  all  such  to  **  remain  in  non-entity."  He  therefore 
concludes,  God  has  suffered  none  to  exist,  save  those  whom  he 
foreknew  would  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  Without  stopping  to 
enquire  how  any  portion  of  the  human  race  could  *'  remain  in  non- 
entity," it  will  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  conclusion  to  say : 
Fhrst,  that  it  is  founded  on  the  supposition,  that  divine  knowledge 
and  predestination  are  identical — than  which  nothing  is  more  pal- 
pably erroneous.  -Knowledg^e  is  an  attribute,  but  predestination  is 
an  act.  Hence,  it  is  utterlv  impossible  that  they  should  be  identi- 
cal. Knowledge  is  that  which  exists,  but  does  not  imply  action 
— may  exist  forever,  without  any  action  or  efficiency  whatever. 
Predestination  is  that  which  performs — acts — and  cannot  exist 
without  executive  energy  and  efinciency.  Secondly,  as  man  must  be 
a  moral  agent,  in  order  to  be  the  subject  of  moral  happiness,  hence 
if  he  is  created  with  the  power  of  happiness,  he  must  also  pos- 
sess power  to  forfeit  happiness,  otherwise  he  is  not  a  moral 
agent  But  possessing  power  to  forfeit  happiness,  God  must  fore- 
know any  event  of  this  Kind  that  will  ever  take  place.  He  fore- 
knows it,  simply  because  he  is  infinite  in  knowledge,  and  for  no  oth- 
er reason.    To  say  he  may  not  create  men,  because  he  foresees 
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they  will  unnecessarily  and  perversely  Tiolate  the  laws  and  condi* 
tions  of  their  being,  and  make  themselves  miserable,  is  to  assume 
that  he  may  not  create  moral  beings  at  all,  and  thus  rob  faim  of  his 
character  as  a  moral  Governor.  ThaX  is.  it  is  to  pet  above  God,  and 
dictate  what  is,  or  is  not  proper  for  the  infinite  Jehovah  to  do.  In 
the  third  place,  Mr.  Austin's  position  makes  God  morally  respon- 
sible for  every  event,  evil  in  itself,  which  occurs  in  the  universe, 
simply  because  he  is  infinite  in  knowledge.  He  places  the  infinite 
God  under  the  disagreeable  necessity  of  remaining  in  ignorance  of 
all  evil  events,  until  they  actually  occur;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  ^ 
of  standing  out  before  his  universe,  as  the  direct  and  efficient  author 
of  all  moral  evil.  Which  of  these  conclusions  will  my  friend  take  ? 
One  he  must  take,  or  give  up  his  argument,  and  acknowled^  his 
conclusion  a  nullity.  Either  God  does  not  know  all  things,  or,  on 
Mr.  Austin's  principles,  he  does  all  things,  and  thus  the  gentieman^s 
logic  is  destroyed  by  the  absurdity  of  his  conclusion. 

I  have  already  shown,  conclusively,  I  think,  that  to  prevent  the 
existence  of  owe,  because  it  was  foreseen  he  would  forfeit  his  own 
happiness,  would  be  to  deprive  many  of  the  blessing  of  existence, 
who,  if  allowed  to  live,  would  be  holy  and  happy  forever.  The  gen- 
tleman has  referred  to  this,  but  in  such  way  as  shows  bow  entirely 
unable  he  is  to  refute  it.  The  constitution  and  relations  of  the 
family  of  man  directly  confirm  my  view.  To  gather  up  the  tares, 
would  be  to  destroy  the  wheat  with  them.  Had  men  been  created 
without  a  federal  head — without  the  relations  which  now  exist 
among  them— like  the  angels  of  God,  each  one  independent  of  all 
the  rest — they  would  have  possessed  the  same  power  to  sin  at  n8w, 
and  sinning,  their  circumstances  would  have  been  less  favorable  to 
salvation.  Perhaps  it  was  seen,  that  fallings  under  such  circum- 
stances, they  could  have  no  redemption.  We  read  in  scripture  of 
the  angels  which  kept  not  their  first  estate — and  are  "  reserved  in 
everlasting  chains  under  darkness,  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great 
day.** — (Jude  6th.)  As  the  human  family  fell  in  Adam,  so  they  are 
redeemed  in  Christ — a  benefit  not  awarded  to  sinning  angels. 

Mr.  Austin  makes  an  effort  to  answer  my  negative  argument  on 
the  subject  of  salvation.  He  alledges  I  said  Universalism  teaches 
there  is  no  salvation.  Not  so.  I  said  there  is  no  salvation  in  that 
system — by  which  I  meant,  it  possesses  no  evangelical  influence, 
and  presents  and  confers  no  gospel  bchefit,  which  can  properly  be 
denominated  salvation.  This  must  be  perfectly  obvious  to  every 
intelligent  mind.  The  gentleman  is  contending  for  the  holiness  and 
happiness  of  all  men  in  their  final  state,  and  yet  his  own  definition 
of  salvation  is  proof  positive  that  their  final  holiness  and  happiness 
cannot  be  the  result  of  gospel  salvation — or  of  salvation  id  any 
flense.  His  definition  is — that  to  be  saved,  is  to  be  delivered  from 
sin.  Well,  in  the  mouth  of  an  orthodox  man,  we  should  at  once 
comprehend  the  meaning  of  this  language ;  but  coming  from  a  Uni- 

•wUst,  who  rejects  the  itandard  signification  of  mmny  Bible 
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words,  we  are  not  quite  saliffficd ;  we  therefore  enquire,  what 
he  means  by  "salvation  from  sin,"  and  he  teils  us — to  be  saved 
from  sin,  is  to  be  •*  saved  from  sinning  **  Very  goo  J,  as  far  as  it 
goes ;  but  as  it  stops  short  of  the  point  at  which  we  aim,  and  seems 
yet  somewhat  obscure,  we  press  the  gentleman  for  farther  light 
— and  then  we  get  the  whole  of  it — salvation,  is  to  be  *•  saved  from 
a  condition  or  state  in  which  we  are  exposed  to  s^in."  This  is  the 
"  summum  honum'^  of  the  salvation  of  Universalism.  And  now, 
in  view  of  .this  definition,  which  appears  sufficiently  plain,  I  repeat, 
with  emphasis,  ray  former  declaration — there  is  no  salvation  in  the 
system  Mr.  Austin  advocates.  Look  at  it :  salvation  is  deliver- 
ance from  that  state  or  condition  "  in  which  we  are  exposed  to  sin** 
Now,  in  the  first  place,  Grod  subjected  us  to  this  state  himself^  pur- 
posely, according  to  my  friend's  own  showing:  hence,  the  salvation 
he  confers,  if  any,  is  deliverance  from  a  condition  in  which  he  has 
placed  us,  and  for  which  he  alone  is  responsible.  But  in  the 
second  place,  even  this  salvation  is  not  conferred,  since  no  man  on 
earth,  by  the  gospel  or  otherwise,  is  delivered  from  a  condition  in 
which  he  is  exposed  to  sin.  The  holiest  man  on  earth  does  not  en- 
joy such  salvation,  nor  can  he.  A  condition  of  exposure  to  sin,  is 
our  xhiavoidable  earthly  condition  :  hence,  salvation  from  this  con- 
dition is  not  possessed,  and  cannot  be  secured  by  any  living  man. 
Well,  is  this  salvation  conferred  in  a  future  state  ?  No,  because 
Universalism  does  not  admit  that  men  are  exposed  in  another  world. 
It  is  a  fundamental  proposition  of  the  system  which  my  friend  ad- 
vocates, that  there  is  no  moral  evil  in  a  future  world,  to  which  men 
are  exposed^  and  from  which  they  need  be  delivered.  Moreover,  if 
the  gentleman  should  succeed  in  proving  that  all  men  will  be  finally 
holy  and  happy,  that  holiness  and  happiness y:oxi\^  not  result  from 
salvation,  nor  would  it  he  salvation,  unless'  salvation  may  be  en- 
joyed independent  of  the  gospel.  He  does  not  believe  men  were 
ever  lost,  in  respect  to  X\\Q\r  final  condition  :  hence  that  condition  of 
tinal  happiness  for  which  he  contends,  is  in  no  sense  a  gospel  ben- 
efit. Salvation  is  not  efi*ected  here,  because  our  state  of  exposure 
to  sin  continues  during  life — it  is  not  efTected  in  the  future  world, 
because  there  men  are  not  in  a  condition  in  which  they  are  exposed 
to  sin  and  misery  ;  final  holiness  and  happiness  is  not  salvation, 
for  the  reason  that  men  were  never  lost,  in  respect  to  their  final 
state.  Here,  then,  on  Mr.  Austin's  own  principles  of  definition  and 
interpretation,  his  salvation  oozea  out — is  filtered  away — and  van- 
ishes into  smoke, 

**  na  the  vapor  flies, 
Difperted  by  lightest  blasts,  and  leares  uo  trace  behind." 

My  respected  auditors,  what  do  you  now  think  of  my  negativt 
argument,  founded  on  the  fact  that  there  is  no  salvation  in  Univer- 
salism 1  Is  it  not  sound  and  unanswerable  ?  And  what  do  you 
tbiok  of  the  talration  taught  by  Uaivertalism,  and  defended  by  the 
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gentleman  opposed  to  me  ?  There  is  no  telling  the  amonnt  of  ink 
that  has  bean  shej  to  defend  this  salvation — the  amount  of  elo- 
quence and  rhetoric  employed  in  recommending  it.  The  changes 
have  been  wrung  upon  «*  universal  salvation,"  through  the  length 
and  breadth  of  the  land.  Invidious  and  ridiculous  compari- 
sons have  been  instituted  between  it,  and  the  salvation  taught  by 
orthodox  christians,  whose  views  are  stigmatized  as  stinUal  par- 
tial and  pharasaic ;  and  when  the  attention  is  arrested  by  the  vocif- 
erations of  Universalist  propagandists,  and  the  mind  is  directed  to 
the  work  of  scanning  the,  nature  and  testing  tite  merits^  of  that  sal- 
vation of  which  so  many  beautiful  and  glonous  thin^  are  said — it 
is  then  only^  that  the  imposition  sought  to  be  palmed  ofi  upon  the  re- 
l-gious  public,  appears  in  its  true  light.  The  more  the  mind  at- 
tempts to  define  this  salvation,  the  more  indefinite  it  appears  ;  and 
when  the  task  is  nearest  done,  the  mind  is  fixed  with  a  vacant  stare, 
gazing  on  emptiness.  Is  such  a  salvation  worthy  the  time  and 
attention  of  intelligent  minds  ?  Will  you  bewilder  yourselves  with 
such  a  chimera — such  a  moon-struck  reverie  ?  Will  you  trifle  with 
your  dearest  interests,  by  pursuing  such  a  **  Jack  o*lantern  "  salva- 
tion— which  recedes  from  you  the  more  you  approach  it  ?  I  offer 
you  a  better — one  you  can  explain,  see,  feel,  and  know  that  you 
have  it — the  present  and  abiding  sense  of  God*s  pardoning  love, 
and  the  inward  enjoyment  of  the  first  fruits  of  a  glorious,  hea- 
venly inheritance.  As  for  this  salvation  of  Universalism,  **  I  wot 
not  what  is  become  of  it.'* 

I  have  now  answered  nine  of  Mr.  Austin's  aflSrmative  arguments. 
These  arguments  are  founded  on  the  intention — desire—sovereignty 
— love — will— justice — and  foreknowledge  of  God,  together  with  his 
deductions  ffom  the  Divine  Paternity,  and  iht  fulfillment  of  the  law 
by  Christ.  I  have  shown  these  arguments  to  be  unsound  in  their 
premises,  or  sophistical  in  their  conclusions — ^that  they  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  government  of  God,  and  that  most  of  them,  so  far 
from  sustaining  Universalism,  do  even  refute  the  proposition  they 
were  brought  to  establish.  And  now,  as  something  has  been,  and 
much  will  be  said,  concerning  the  Divine  attributes,  I  will  pro- 
ceed to  state  some  principles  and  facts,  which  cannot  fail  to  set  this 
subject  in  its  true  light,  before  the  audience. — [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  EIGHTH  SPKECH-l 

Genilemen : — I  do  not  know  that  I  have  ever  seen  or  heard  of 
a  controversialist  who  has  been  driven  to  the  straight  in  which 
my  brother  oppsite  is  involved.  In  his  extremity  he  has  gone  so 
far  as  to  deny  some  of  the  fundamental  perfections  of  God's  na- 
ture. He  would  seem  willing  to  strip  from  Jehovah  his  most 
glorious  Attributes,  rather  than  have  them  yield  their  support  to 
a  doctrine  so  desirable  and  lovely  as  the  salvation  of  all  men  from 
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sin  and  death.    He  declares  Merqf  is  not  an  Attribnte  of  God, 
nor  Justice^  nor  Foreknowledge/ 

Mr.  Holmes. — Foreknowledge  is  not.    Knowledge  is. 

Mr.  Austin. — ^And  thus  he  seeks  to  orerthrow  the  chief  argu- 
ments I  have  introduced,  by  undermining  the  Attributes  of  the 
Most  High,  on  which  they  are  built.    Realizing  the  deep  convic- 
tion wrought  upon  the  minds  of  the  audience  by  the  argument 
from  the  Foreknowledge  of  God,  he  renews  his  feeble  attacK  upon 
it.     In  doing  this,  he  has  not  hesitated  to  trample  under  his  feet 
the  first  principles  of  reason.     He  asserts  that  the  fact  that  God 
Foresees  and  Foreknows  a  certain  event,  does  not  make  it  nece'^sa^ 
ry  or  certain  it  will  take  place ! ! !     Here  is  a  specimen  of  Evan- 
gelical logic — a  specimen  of  the  reasoning  by  which  our  partial- 
ist  neighbors  are  seeking  to  perpetuate  their  inconsistent  doc- 
trines r   Is  the  man  blind !   Or  does  he  imagine  the  audience  and 
the  world  have  thrown  away  their  common  sense ! !     How  could 
my  friend  summon  the  courage  to  insult  the  understandings  of 
men.  by  a  statement  so  absurd !     It  is  the  most  simnle  and  self- 
evident  dictate  of  reason,  that  if  God  foreknows  a  tning  will  be 
done,  it  is  conclusive  proof  it  will  take  place.    He  foresees  and 
foreknows  it,  because  it  is  CERTAIN  it  will  transpire.    Were  it 
not  for  this  certainty ^  it  could  not  be  foreknown.    All  eternity  is 
simply  NOW,  with  Jehovah.     For  him  to  foreknow  an  event, 
makes  it  as  certain,  as  it  will  be  when  it  has  transpired.     What- 
ever GoA  foresees,  it  is  to  him  as  much  ?l  present  object,  as  that  is 
to  man  which  he  now  actually  sees.    We  do  not  any  more  cer- 
tainly know  the  sun  shines,  when  we  skb  its  light  at  mid-day, 
than  he  foreknows  whatever  will  transpire  throughout  eternity. 
If  any  human  beings  will  be  miserable  forever,  God  must  have 
foreseen  that  such  fate  awaited  them,  when  he  created  them.    And 
voluntary  ushering  them  into  existence,  under  the  light  of  this 
foreknowledge,  he  must  have  formed  them  for  that  express  end! 
These  facts  are  self-evident.     Hence  we  maintain  that  not  a  crea- 
ture God  has  formed  will  become  forever  miserable.    A  being 
possessing  the  moral  perfections  attributed  to  Jehovah — ^Benevo- 
lence, Goodness,  Love — would  not,  and  could  not,  form  a  sentient 
being,  when  \ie  foreknew  that  such  a  doom  awaited  it.    The  truth 
is,  in  every  logical  and  enlightened  mind,  the  only  choice  is  be- 
tween pure  Ca/rtnMm  and  pure  Universal  ism  ! — between  Election 
and  Reprobation,  and  the  Final  Salvation  of  all  men ! ! 

The  anecdote  of  the  quack  physician  who  was  "death  on  fits," 
was  of  course  calculated  to  raise  a  laugh  from  a  few  thoughtleps 
youth  and  children.  But  to  the  reflecting  portion  of  the  audience, 
who  perceived  the  object  of  its  introduction,  it  manifested  deep 
irreverence  of  God,  and  took  the  form  of  a  solemn  mockery  of  the 
great  plans  he  has  adopted  for  the  extinction  of  sin  and  wretch- 
edness in  his  Universe !  As  to  the  representation  that  accordiP*" 
12 
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to  Universalism,  Grod  was  compelled  to  make  men  «n,  before  he 
could  elevate  them  to  happiness,  I  have  again  and  again  shown 
its  entire  misapplication.  There  were  other  ways  innumerable, 
in  which  Deity  could  have  brought  his  creatures  around  his 
throne,  in  obedience  and  love,  than  that  which  is  now  in  process. 
But  from  an  infinite  variety  of  plans,  he  adopted  that  which  in- 
troduces man  into  existence  amid  imperfection  and  temptation. 
Am  I  to  cavil  with  God's  word,  and  cast  contempt  and  ridicule 
upon  it,  when  it  declares  that  his  creatures  were  "made  subject 
to  vanity,  by  Him  who  subjected  the  same  in  hope" — and  by  Him 
too,  who  will  in  good  time  "  tleliver  them  from  the  bondaee  of 
corruption  into  the  glorious  liberty  of  the  children  of  God !"  I 
bow  before  this  declaration,  and  receive  the  doctrine  it  inculcates, 
let  my  friend  despise  and  jeer  it  as  he  will ! !  It  is  a  most  precious 
and  glorious  sentiment,  that  "  God  is  death  on  sin !  "  In  the  ut- 
terance of  his  ridicule^  Mr.  Holmes  blundered  into  the  declaration 
of  a  Great  Truth !  That  God  shall  finally  destroy  all  sin  is  a 
doctrine  of  the  Bible — a  doctrine  which  angels  love — which  saints 
on  earth  and  in  heaven  admire — and  which  crowns  the  Provi- 
dence of  Jehovah  with  a  perfection,  a  sublimity,  a  glory,  for 
which  we  look  in  vain,  in  the  light  of  an  opposite  sentiment. 
Even  in  ridicule,  if  he  cannot  be  persuaded  to  do  it  in  any  other 
manner,  I  hope  my  friend  will  still  continue  to  declare  the  mo- 
mentous truth,  that  "  God  is  death  on  sin ! !" 

My  argument  on  the  Will  of  God,  has  exceedingly  distressed 
my  opponent.  Its  premises  arc  sound — its  deductions  clear — ^ita 
whole  weight  so  irresistible  in  defence  of  Universal  Salvation, 
that  he  is  disheartened  at  the  outset  of  his  attempts  to  weaken  it. 
His  first  efibrt,  as  usual  when  he  has  nothing  better,  is  to  cast  all 
the  disparagement  possible,  upon  this  argument.  He  styles  it, 
"bombastic,"'  besides  applying  several  other  choice  epithets,  which 
always  indicate  a  paucity  of  sound  objections,  and  an  abundance 
of  sophistry,  besides  revealing  the  deep  perplexity  of  him  who 
indulges  in  them.  I  would  advise  my  fnend  to  keep  cool,  and 
strive  to  be  a  little  more  respectful,  at  least  for  his  own  credit's 
sake,  and,  throwing  aside  the  boy's  resort  of  calling  hard  names, 
buckle  on  his  armor  for  sober  work .  I  assure  him  there  is  enough 
before  him  to  occupy  his  attention,  without  turning  aside  to  throw 
stones  and  dirt  at  his  opponent. 

He  says  I  assume  the  word  Will  means  just  what  I  want  it  to 
mean.  The  audience  will  unanimously  bear  me  witness,  that  this 
charge  is  absurdly  erroneous.  In  this  discussion,  I  assume  noth* 
ingf  Every  position  is  well  grounded,  and  supported  by  direct 
and  positive  evidence,  drawn  from  the  scriptures  and  from  reason. 
I  tliink  I  may  claim  this  merit,  without  fear  of  contradiction  from 
any  candid  mind.  It  would  afford  me  pleasure  to  have  those  in- 
terested in  this  debate,  review  ray  course,  with  an  express  re- 
ference to  this  characteristic. 
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The  Elder  asserts  that  my  definitions  of  the  meaning  of  the 
ixrord  Will,  are  all  arbitrarUy  framed,  with  direct  reference  to  the 
principles  of  Universalism,  and  in  contradiction  to  acknowledged 
standards,  both  literary  and  theological.  Poor  man !  In  this  he 
has  again  fallen  into  a  sad  blunder,  as  will  soon  be  manifest. 
All  these  assertions  are  alike  groundless.  My  definition  of  God's 
Will,  is  framed  in  express  reference  to  truth — drawn  distinctly 
from  the  philology  of  the  word,  and  from  its  scripture  usage.  As 
to  acknowledged  standards,  my  views  agree  perfectly  with  lexi- 
cons and  dictionaries,  for  which  my  friend  has  so  great  love,  as. 
-will  be  evident  in  a  few  moments.  For  reasons  wnich  must  be 
apparent  to  the  discerning,  I  did  not  complete  my  argument  from 
the  Will  of  God,  when  it  was  first  introduced.  I  was  anxious  to 
have  the  Elder  make  a  display  of  his  critical  abilities  before  I  en- 
tered more  fully  into  that  argument.  This  display  having  now 
been  made,  though  in  a  manner  that  can  but  excite  our  pity  and 
sympathy  for  the  perplexed  condition  of  my  opponent,  I  shall 
now  proceed  to  conclude  the  argument;  and  then  if  he  can  inval- 
idate it,  he  shall  be  welcome  to  do  so.  Allow  me,  however,  to 
allude  a  moment  to  his  declaration,  that  I  have  come  here  with 
my  arguments  all  wirtten  down^  and  then  reading  them  upon  *^  the 
gallop,"  as  he  chastely  styles  my  method  of  speaking.  Why 
should  my  friend  charge  me  with  that  of  which  he  is  himself 
g^ty  %  There  is  not  a  person  attending  this  debate,  who  does 
not  know  that  the  Elder  has  read  quite  as  much,  if  not  more,  from 
his  written  arguments,  than  I  have.  Who  does  not  remember 
his  long,  prosy  readings  from  manuscripts  laboriously  prepared 
before-hand,  and  even  from  the  Methodist  Quarterly  Review,  to 
the  evident  advantage  of  those  of  the  audience  who  were  dispo- 
sed to  indulge  in  drowsiness.  It  will  not  be  doubted  by  our  hear- 
ers, that  I  have  spoken  extemporaneously  in  as  great  a  proportion, 
as  my  friend  opposite. 

In  his  halting  notice  of  my  argument  from  the  Will  of  Grod, 
Elder  Holmes  has  exposed  more  weak  points  than  I  even  antici- 
pated, although  I  was  expecting  a  great  failure  in  that  direction. 
He  acknowledged  that  if  I  had  stated  my  premises  correctly,  viz. 
in  relation  to  the  nature  of  God's  Will,  I  had  obtained  my  case. 
This  is  undoubtedly  true.  On  the  correctness  of  my  premises,  I 
place  my  dependence  for  the  strength  of  my  argument.  And  my 
premises  are,  that  Jehovah's  Will — whatever  its  nature ;  whether 
a  Will  of  desire  or  of  determination — ^must  in  all  cases,  be  ulti- 
mately fulfilled,  to  the  very  letter.  From  these  premises,  I  draw 
the  conclusion,  that  as  God  has  expressly  declared  he  *^  WILL 
have  ALL  MEN  to  be  saved  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth" — (1  Tim.  ii.  4.) — all  men  will  thus  be  saved,  "in  the  ful- 
ness of  times."  My  opponent  contends  that  in  the  passage  quo- 
ted, God's  Will  is  a  will  of  desire,  of  benevolence.  Allowing 
this,  it  would  not  help  his  case  in  the  slightest  degree.     With  a 
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being  like  Jehovab — ^possessiDg  illimitable  resources,  infinite 
knowledge,  and  omnipotent  power — to  desire  a  thing  is  to  DO  it. 
The  fact  that  Crod  desires  it,  shows  it  to  be  desirabie,  and  that  it 
woald  be  proper  and  feasible  to  accomplish  it.  The  Deity  would 
not  desire  that  which  it  would  be  improper  or  impossible  to  do. 
He  is  not  as  a  weak-minded  child,  to  *'  long^*  for  what  he  knows 
cannot  be  obtained !  When  it  is  admitted,  as  it  is  by  my  friend, 
that  God  DESIRES  the  salvation  of  all  men,  then  it  must  either 
be  acknowledged  that  all  wiU,  in  due  time,  be  saved,  or  that  he 
is  deficient  in  poweb — ^that  Omnipotence  does  not  pertain  to  him. 
In  other  words,  that  he  is  not  the  Supreme  God ! !  The  scriptures 
settle  this  point,  by  .asserting,  that  "  what  his  soul  DESIRETH, . 
even  that  he  doeth! !" — (Job.  xxiii.  13.) 

While,  therefore,  so  far  as  the  strength  of  my  argument  is  con- 
cerned, it  can  make  no  difference  whether  the  Will  of  God,  in  1 
Tim.  ii.  4,  is  a  Will  of  desire  or  of  absolute  determinationy  yet  I 
maintain  it  is  a  Will  of  determination.  I  take  this  ground  simply 
because  this  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  word  in  that  passage.  In 
supporting  this  position,  I  meet  and  accept  the  challenge  of  my 
friend,  to  show  that  Grod's  will  in  this  case  is  one  of  determina- 
tion !  Before  proceeding  to  this  work,  allow  me  to  introduce  an 
anecdote,  of  which  I  am  strongly  reminded  by  the  position  of  my 
friend  on  this  subject.  Soon  after  Rev.  John  Murrat  had  com- 
menced preaching  the  doctrine  of  the  world^s  salvation,  in  Glou- 
cester, Mass.,  an  orthodox  clergyman,  with  a  view  of  overthrow- 
ing that  sentiment,  took  for  his  text  on  a  certain  occasion,  1  Tim. 
ii.  4.  After  reading  the  passage,  he  introduced  his  sermon  with  * 
the  following  words  :  "My  fnends,  St.  Paul  asserts  in  my  text, 
that  God,  *  WILL  have  all  min  to  be  saved,  and  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  truth,*  But  it  will  be  the  object  of  my  discourse 
to  show  you  that  God  WILL  NOT  have  all  men  to  be  saved  ! !" 
This  was  plain  work.  His  audience  were  prepared  to  hear  the 
mistake  of  St.  Paul  rectified!  My  friend^s  work  is  of  a  similar 
nature.  The  Apostle  declares  God  toM  have  all  men  to  be  saved 
— Eider  Holmes  stoutly  contends  that  Crod  itUl  not  have  all  men 
to  be  saved !  Of  course,  if  the  Elder  is  right,  St.  Paul  has  uttered 
a  flat  FALSEHOOD ! ! ! 

Perhaps  there  are  few  instances  where  the  public  have  been 
more  widely  misled  by  those  clerg3rmen  who  claim  to  be  consid- 
ered orthodox,  than  in  attempts  to  show  that  God^s  Will  in  refer- 
ence to  man^s  salvation,  simply  signifies  his  ttish  or  desire.  In 
this,  they  have  made  a  radical  mistake.  Thdema—^kelematos — 
thelcii — are  Greek  words  of  a  common  derivation,  which  are  fre- 
quently found  in  the  New  Testament,  and  usually  translated 
"  WilW^  My  friend  has  charged  me  with  being  afraid  to  quote 
Dictionaries  and  Lexicons.  I  told  him  some  days  ago,  that  I  did 
not  build  my  faith  on  Dictionaries  or  Lexicons,  but  on  the  Bible. 
I  would  not  give  a  fig  for  aU  the  theology  which  depends  on  Lcjc- 
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icons  or  Dictionaries  made  by  fallible  men  who  are  influenced  by 
their  peculiar  religious  views.  But  to  please  my  opponent,  I 
-wlW  consult  the  Lexicon  in  regard  to  the  words  mentioned.  Rob- 
inson's Greek  Lexicon  gives  their  primary  meaning  as  follows : 
*'  Tkeltma — spoken  of  PURPOSE,  design,  intention^  He  gives 
as  an  example  of  the  use  of  the  word  in  this  sense,  1  Cor.  i.  1 
— '^  Paul,  called  to  be  an  Apostle  of  Jesus  Christ,  through  the 
ijvill  Ithelematos]  of  God,'' — i.  e.  through  the  purpose,  the  deter" 
mmation  of  God.  Robinson  also  gives  us  another  shade  of  the 
meaning  of  3Mema— "  The  sense  of  command,  order,  direction" 
— and  quotes  in  illustration,  John  v.  30 — "  I  seek  not  mv  own 
will,  {thelemoy'i  but  the  will  [thdema]  of  the  Father  whicn  hath 
sent  me." 

It  is  true  Robinson  gives  one  of  the  shades  of  meaning  of  these 
words,  as  indicating,  **  to  desire" — "  to  wish."  But  it  is  a  remark* 
able  fact,  that  in  every  nassajge  of  scripture  quoted  to  illustrate 
this  meaning,  the  one  who  vftmes  or  desires,  is  not  Crod,  but  some 
subordinate  being.  Mark  the  fact,  that  according  to  this  Lexi- 
con, whenever  and  wherever  tkelemay  or  either  of  these  words, 
means  "  to  desire,"  or  "  to  wish,"  it  is  not  applied  to  God,  but 
to  some  created  being.  The  instances  cited  by  Elder  Holmes 
himself,  fully  sustain  this  position.  **  When  Herod  saw  Jesus,  he 
was  exceeding  glad :  for  he  was  desirous  [thelon]  to  see  him  of  a 
long  season."— H[Luke  xxxiii.  S.^  "I  desire  [ethdon]  to  be  pres- 
ent with  you  now." — (Gala.  iv.  20.)  "  And  he  said  unto  her,  [the 
mother  of  Zebedee's  children,]  what  wilt  [thdeis]  thou  1" — (Alatt. 
XX.  21.)  In  each  oi  these  cases,  it  will  be  seen  it  is  Herod,  Paul, 
•Che  Mother,  that  desires,  and  not  €rOD !  In  no  instance  in  the 
Bible,  does  thelema,  or  corresponding  words,  when  used  in  refer- 
ence to  God's  Will,  signify  simply,  desire,  or  wi^.  In  all  cases 
where  it  stands  for  the  Will  of  Jehovah,  its  meaning  is,  purpose 
—design — intention — determination.  Let  me  give  a  few  samples 
— "  I  came  down  from  Heaven,  not  to  do  mine  own  will,  [thele" 
ma,]  but  the  Will  \thelemd]  of  him  that  sent  me."— (John  vi.  38.) 
"  Paul,  an  Apostle  of  Jesus  Christ,  by  the  Will  [thelematos'\  of 
God." — (Colos.  i.  1.)  "Who  gave  himself  for  our  sins,  that  he 
might  deliver  us  from  this  present  evil  world,  according  to  the 
Wul  [ihelema\  of  God  and  our  Father."— (Gal.  i.  4.)  "That  ye 
may  prove  what  is  that  good,  and  accentable,  and  perfect  [theie" 
md]  will  of  God." — (Rom.  xii.  2.)  "  Therefore  hath  he  mercy  on 
whom  he  Will  [thelei]  have  mercy,  and  whom  he  Will  [thelet}  he 
hardeneth."— (Rom.  ix.  18.) 

In  all  cases,  (and  scores  of  like  character  might  be  quoted,) 
where  the  Will  of  God  evidently  signifies  his  purpose— design — 
intention — ^a  similar  word  is  used  to  that  in  1  Tim.  ii.  4 — God 
^  WILL  [Uuiei]  have  all  men  to  be  saved."  Indeed  the  scriptures 
know  of  no  other  Will  of  God,  but  his  Will  of  determination! 
Hence  I  pronounce  the  criticism  of  my  friend,  to  be  entirely 
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gronndleM.  It  is  unwarranted  by  the  scriptures,  and  unsuppoi^ 
ted  by  the  laws  of  lan^age,  or  by  any  meaning  the  inspired  pen- 
men have  given  to  thetema  and  corresponding  words,  when  applied 
to  God.  He  charges  me  with  maintaining  that  thdemth  fMo, 
etc.,  signify  a  will  of  determination  in  all  cases,  and  proceeds  to 
quote  several  passages  to  show  the  absurdity  of  such  a  position. 
But  this  is  labor  lost  on  the  part  of  my  opponent.  I  have  ta- 
ken no  such  position ;  and  it  is  but  ridiculous  in  him  to  ima- 
gine I  could  commit  so  great  a  blunder.  In  many  instances 
where  reference  is  had  to  the  will  of  man,  these  words  have  the 
meaning  of  desire  or  wish.  But  I  maintain  that  wherever  theiema^ 
and  like  words,  are  used  in  reference  to  God,  they  invariaby  sig- 
nify a  will  of  determination!  My  opponent  cannot  invalidate 
this  position.  He  cannot  give  a  single  example  where  any  other 
meaning  can  attach  to  the  Will  of  Jehovah. 

With  a  blindness  truly  astonishing,  my  friend  has  quoted  scrip- 
ture, to  show  that  Gbd's  Will  is  not  always  accomplished.  Sup- 
Sose  he  had  succeeded  in  this  most  reasonable  and  ddightftd  un- 
ertaking,  what  would  have  been  the  result  ?  Nothing  less  than 
that  he  would  have  made  the  Bible  CONTRADICT  itself.  No 
language  can  be  more  positive,  than  the  declaration  of  the  divine 
word,  as  already  repeatedly  quoted,  that  God  "  dobth  his  Will 
in  heaven  and  upon  earth.*'  Hence,  if  the  Bible  is  the  word  of 
the  Most  High,  it  cannot  in  any  place,  assert  or  intimate,  that  his 
Will  is  not  done  in  earth  and  heaven  I  This  is  not  the  first  at- 
tempt, and  I  fear  it  will  not  be  the  last,  in  which  my  opponent 
has  recklessly  strived  to  make  scripture  overthrow  and  destroy 
scripture,  and  cause  the  Deity  to  deny  in  one  place,  what  he  ha« 
emphatically  asserted  in  another !  The  passages  quoted  by  the 
Elder,  when  correctly  understood,  in  no  sense  contradict  the  Bible 
doctrine  that  Jehovah^s  will  is  always  accomplished.  None  can 
fail  to  see  this,  who  take  the  slightest  pains  to  distinguish  be- 
tween the  Will  of  God,  as  it  respects  man's  present  subjection  to 
vanity,  and  his  Will  in  regard  to  the  ultimate  condition  of  his 
creatures ! ! 

But  the  most  puerile,  and  I  was  about  to  say,  the  most  laugko' 
ble,  attempt  of  my  friend,  on  this  subject,  is  his  quotation  of  scrip- 
ture, to  show  that  Christ's  Will  has  been  frustrated.  Pray  what 
relation  has  this  quotation  to  the  point  in  debate  ?  I  trust  he  is 
not  disposed  tcr.assume  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity ,  and  insist  that 
God's  Will,  and  Christ's,  are  synonymous !  He  is  aware  I  cannot 
grant  this,  for  an  instant.  Jesus  is  a  subordinate  being,  and  his 
will  is  not  infinite,  as  is  Jehovah's.  That  the  Will  of  the  Savior 
IB  finite,  and  in  subjection  to  the  Will  of  God,  is  nroved  conclu- 
sively by  the  prayer  of  the  Redeemer. — "Not  my  Will,  but  thine 
be  done." — (Luke  xxii.  42.)  However  clearly  it  may  be  shown 
that  Christ's  will,  or  the  will  of  any  other  subordinate  being,  can 
be  overthrown,  it  will  not  afford  the  slightest  evidence,  that  the 
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Will  of  the  Omnipotent  Creator,  is  not  perfectly  accomplished  in 
all  possible  cases ! 

The  Elder's  critical  efforts  have  totally  failed,  on  this  subject. 
They  serve  but  to  blind  and  mislead  those  who  place  the  slight- 
est confidence  in  them.  The  argument  stands  untouched,  in  all 
if»  irresistible  strength.  It  is  God's  IF?//— his  purpose— his  DE- 
TERMINATION— that  all  men  shall  be  saved,  and  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  truth !  Christ  came  to  do  this  Will,  and  finish 
this  work— "Lo !  I  come  to  DO  thy  Will,  0  God."— (Heb.  x.  9.) 
"  Jesus  saith  unto  them,  My  meat  is  to  DO  the  Will  of  him  that 
sent  me,  and  to  finish  his  work." — (John  iv.  34.)  No  power  in 
earth  or  heaven  can  prevent  the  accomplishment  of  this  Will. 
"He  doeth  according  to  his  Will  in  the  army  of  heaven,  and 
among  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth;  and  none  can  stay  his  hand, 
or  say  unto  him,  what  doest  thou  ?"— (Dan.  iv.  35.)  The  argu- 
ment is  complete.  It  establishes  the  affirmative  of  the  question 
beyond  a  doubt. 

I  now  proceed  to  my  Thirteenth  Argument,  drawn  from 

THE  MISSION  OF  CHRIST. 
PaOPOSiTXOlf. — 1.  The  work  which  God  gave  his  Son  to  accAmplisht  was  the 
«lvatioa  of  «U  mankind.    2.  Christ  will  complete  the  work  k«  undertook  to  per* 
form. 

PROor. — 1.  The  work  which  God  gave  his  Son  to  accomplish, 
was  the  salvation  of  all  mankind.  That  there  was  some  clearly 
defined  and  distinct  Work  committed  to  Christ,  by  the  Father,  in 
his  Mediatorial  Mission,  is  self-evident.  Neither  an  intelligent 
God,  nor  an  intelligent  Savior,  could  act  in  any  case,  without  a 
motive^  nor  without  a  plan.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  Jesus  was 
ignorant,  either  of  the  nature,  or  the  extent,  of  the  work  he  came 
to  do.  He  could  not  have  come  to  make  an  effort,  knowing  noth- 
ing of  the  character  or  limit  of  his  enterprise,  or  of  the  degree  of 
success  that  awaited  him.  That  Christ  took  upon  himself  a  spe- 
cific work,  which  lie  well  understood,  is  evident  from  his  descrip- 
tion of  the  object  of  his  mission,  as  well  as  the  declarations  of  his 
Apostles.  Listen  to  Christ's  own  testimony :  "  I  came  not  to  judge 
the  world,  but  to  save  the  world.'' — (John  xii.  47.)  "  The  Son 
of  Man  is  come  to  seek  and  to  save  that  which  was  fort." — (Luke 
xix.  10.)  "  God  sent  not  his  Son  into  the  world  to  condemn  the 
world  ;  but  that  the  world  through  him  might  be  saved." — (John 
jii.  17.)  John  the  Baptist  entertained  the  same  views  of  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  Christ's  work  ;  "  Behold  the  Lamb  of  God, 
which  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world." — (John  i.  29.) 

The  testimony  of  the  Apostles  on  this  subject,  agrees  perfectly 
with  that  already  given.  "  We  have  seen,  and  do  testify,  that 
the  Father  sent  the  Son  to  be  the  Savior  of  the  worltl.^' — (1  John 
iv.  14.)  "  For  it  pleased  the  Father,  that  in  him  [Christ]  should 
all  fulness  dwell :  And  having  made  peace  through  the  blood  of 
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his  croflS)  W  him  to  reconcile  all  things  unto  himself ;  by  him, 
I  say,  whether  they  be  things  in  earth,  or  things  in  heaven." — 
(Coles,  i.  19,  20.)  "All  things  are  of  God,  who  hath  reconciled 
ns  to  himself  by  Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  given  unto  us  the  minis- 
try of  reconciliation,  to  wit :  That  God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling 
THE  WORLD  unto  himsclf,  not  imputing  their  trespasses  unto  them." 
— (2  Cor.  V.  18,  19,)  Not  reconciling  God  unto  the  world,  as  the 
Methodist  creed  has  it  !* 

From  this  testimony  we  learn  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  work 
Christ  took  upon  himself  to  perform.  It  was  to  take  away  the 
Sin  of  the  toorid — ^to  reconcile  all  men  to  God — to  save  the  entire 
race  of  man  /  Mark ;  the  testimony  is  not  that  Christ  came  to 
make  an  effort  to  take  away  the  Sin  of  the  World — ^to  try  to  re- 
concile all  to  Grod — ^to  make  it  possible  for  all  to  be  saved — to  make 
^ers  of  salvation  to  the  world.  But  the  language  is  positive — 
he  came  actually  to  reconcile  and  save  all  men ! ! 

2.  Christ  will  tX)MPLETE  the  Work  he  undertook  to  perform. 
Is  it  really  necessary  in  the  presence  of  this  enlightened  audience^ 
to  enter  into  an  argument  to  sustain  this  proposition  ?  Is  it  not 
necessary,  as  one  of  the  first  things  requisite  to  a  correct  view  of 
Christ,  and  to  cherishing  a  true  Gospel  faith,  to  believe  him  a 
perfect  Savior  1 — ^i.  e.,  one  perfectly  ABLE  to  perform  the  work 
ne  came  to  do  1 

If  Christ  does  not  succeed  in  saving  all  men— the  work  his  Fa- 
ther gave  him  to  do — it  will  be  either  because  he  cannot  do  it,  or 
mill  not  do  it.  This  position  is  frequently  presented  in  a  concise 
form,  as  follows : — Jesus  either— 1.  CAN  save  all  men,  but  WILL 
NOT!  which  is  Calvinism.  Or,  2.  He  WOULD  save  all,  but 
CANNOT!  which  is  Arminianism,  Or,  3.  He  CAN  and  WILL 
save  all ! !  which  is  Universalism  /  The  Jirst  destroys  the  good- 
WE8S  of  the  Savior — the  second  robs  him  of  his  power — the  third 
ascribes  to  him  all  goodness  and  power ^  and  makes  him  a  PER- 
FECT Redeemer ;  abundantly  competent  to  the  work  he  came  to 
do«  and  infinitely  worthy  of  me  God  who  sent  him  to  complete  it. 
The  audience  inust  take  one  of  these  three  propositions.  As  be- 
ings accountable  to  God  for  the  right  exercise  of  their  reason^ 
which  will  they  adopt  1 

My  opponent  cannot  place  himself  on  the  fir^  proposition,  for 
that  would  drive  him  to  Calvinietic  grounds.  He  has  assured  us 
he  is  not  a  Calvinist,  although  we  have  repeatedly  seen  he  has 
taken  positions  which  are  nothing  less  than  genume  Calvinism. 
He  is  compelled  to  take  the  second  proposition — that  Jesus  would 
save  all  men,  but  cannot.    This  makes  him  an  imperfed  Savior. 

'  Profes«or  Stuart  Mys  in  refard  to  such  phrasM  as  ^  creatures  ia  hearen,  and  oo 
earth,"  and  "  thiiigs  in  heaven  and  earth" — ^'Thiiiss  ia  heaven,  earth,  and  under 
the  earth,  is  a  common  periphrasii  of  the  Hebrew  and  New  Teetamenl  writers,  for 
the  Unirerse."— Xielfcr*  to  Chamting, 
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It  robfl  him  of  his  power,  and  leaves  him  weak  and  ineflkient — 
»  very  good  Redeemer  so  far  as  his  desire  extends ;  hut  exceed- 
ingly feeble  in  respect  to  means  and  resources  to  perform  his  much 
needed  work !  It  represents  him  as  having  undertaken  what  is 
beyond  his  ability.  He  has  announced  before  all  Heaven  and 
Earth,  that  he  came  to  accomplish  an  enterprise,  which,  it  turns 
out,  according  to  my  friend's  representation,  was  entirely  beyond 
his  reach  and  his  means!  Did  he  know  be  could  not  save  all, 
before  he  commenced  the  work  1  He  mtist  have  foreseen  this ! 
If  he  will  thus  fail,  then  why  announce  that  he  came  to  do  it  f 
It  is  a  FALSE  PRTTENCE  to  declare  we  are  going  to  do  a  thine  we 
cannot ! !  I  beg  all  to  remember  that  the  advocates  of  endless 
punishment  virtually  put  this  FALSE  PRETENCE  in  the  mouth 
of  Jesus. 

Again :  Did  Grod  know  that  Christ  cannot  save  all  1  He  must 
have  foreseen  this,  if  such  is  the  fact.  Then  why  did  he  send 
him  to  save  all  ?  Why  send  his  Son  to  accomplish  an  enterprize 
that  he  KNEW,  and  the  Son  KNEW,  never  could  be  accompfished / / 
On  the  other  hand,  did  Grod  really  believe — did  Christ  actually  ex- 
pect  that  he  would  succeed  in  saving  all  meti  ?  Then,  if  all  are 
not  finally  saved,  both  were  MISTAKEN ! !  both  DISAPPOINT- 
£D ! ! !  Yes !  according  to  the  Methodist  doctrine,  the  great  Je- 
hovah,  and  Jesus  who  stands  at  his  Right  Hand,  both  were  de^ 
teived  and  deluded — both  led  astray  with  the  vain  expectation  that 
Christ  could  restore  a  lapsed  world  to  holiness  and  heaven,  when 
he  could  not ! !  How  can  those  who  entertain  this  belief,  have 
any  enlightened  faith  or  confidence  in  God  or  in  Christ ! ! 

If  the  Redeemer  is  not  able  to  accomplish  for  the  hiunan  race, 
all  that  he  came  to  do,  then  he  is  subject  to  his  own  keen  censure, 
in  his  language  respecting  the  householder :  **  Which  of  you,  in- 
tending to  build  a  tower,  sitteth  not  down  first,  and  counteth  the 
cost,  whether  he  hath  sufficient  to  finish  it  1  Lest  haply,  after 
he  hath  laid  the  foundation,  and  is  not  able  to  finish  it,  all  that 
behold  it,  begin  to  mock  him,  saying.  This  man  began  to  build, 
and  was  not  able  to  finish.'' — (Luke  xiv.  28-30.)  I  maintain  that 
the  folly  and  short-sightednes  of  this  builder,  is  charged  upon 
Christ,  by  those  who  declare  that  he  will  not  succeed  m  saving 
all  men,  the  enterprize  he  undertook  to  complete.  According  to 
this  doctrine,  he  commenced  a  work  without  counting  the  cost ! 
He  "laid  the  foundation" — i.  e.,  he  entered  the  world,  labored. 
Wed  and  died — but  is  not  able  to  finish  the  work !  A  work  too, 
infinitely  more  important  than  building  a  tower — even  the  eter- 
nal salvation  of  countless  multitudes  of  souls ! !  Suppose  the 
language  of  the  Savior  should  be  paraphrased  as  follows :  "  What 
Savior,  intending  to  reconcile  the  world  to  God,  sitteth  not  down 
first,  and  counteth  the  cost,  whether  he  hath  sufficient  power  and 
resources  to  finish  such  a  work  %  Lest  haply  after  he  nath  com- 
menced it,  and  is  not  able  to  finish  it,  all  the  angels  who  beheld 
12* 
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the  proceeding,  would  cry  out  in  amazement,  this  Redeemer  be- 
gan the  work  of  saving  the  world,  and  was  not  ahle  to  finish  it ! !" 
Who  make  such  a  paraphrase  applicable  to  Jesus  of  Nazareth  ? 
I  assert  emphatically,  it  is  my  opponent,  and  that  class  who  insist 
that  he  CANNOT  save  the  world  he  came  to  save ! !  I  go  far- 
ther, and  insist  that  all  such  doubters,  can  entertain  no  true  cos- 
pel  FAITH  in  Jesus.  They  cannot  in  any  proper  sense,  be  c^c^ 
believers  in  Christ.  The  first  thing  requisite  to  a  genuine  belief  in 
the  Redeemer,  is,  that  he  possesses  the  power  to  fulfil  all  his  func- 
tions as  Savior  of  the  world ! ! 

I  lay  it  down  as  one  of  the  most  plain  and  self-evident  truths 
of  the  gospel,  that  Jesus  is  abundantly  ABLE  to  complete  the 
work  his  Father  gave  him  to  do — to  reconcile  and  save  all  man- 
kind. The  scriptures  declare  that  Jesus  shall  "  see  of  the  travail 
of  his  soul,  and  shall  be  SATISFIED."— (Isa.  liii.  11.)  How  can 
this  be  truly  said  of  Christ,  if  he  does  not  succeed  in  saving  all 
■  he  came  to  save  1  What !  blessed  Redeemer !  Thou,  so  fml  of 
love  and  compassion  for  fallen  man,  as  to  shed  thy  blood  for  all 
— ^Thou  who  came  to  lead  all  earth^s  children  back  to  the  Throne 
of  their  Father  and"  thy  Father— Thou  SATISFIED,  with  rescu- 
ing  here  and  there,  ONE !  while  the  great  mass  for  whom  thy 
blood  flowed,  are  deluded  and  led  down  to  eternal  blasphemy  and 
woe,  by  the  Great  Adversary  of  man ! !  SATISFIED  with  such 
an  issue  of  the  sublime  and  glorious  work  thou  didst  undertake ! ! ! 
Impossible!     Impossible!! 

The  Reign  of  Christ  is  not  confined  to  this  life.  It  but  commen' 
ces  here.  It  is  continued  in  the  next  world.  Whatever  is  not 
completed  here,  he  will  finish  hereafter.  There  are  many  passa- 
;es  which  might  be  quoted,  showing  that  Chrises  Mediatorial 
ingdom  extends  to  the  future  existence,  and  that  he  reigns  over 
the  souls  of  men  who  enter  there,  and  will  continue  that  reign, 
until  his  work  is  completed,  and  all  men  are  reconciled  to  God. 
"  Let  not  your  heart  be  troubled :  ye  believe  in  God,  believe  also 
in  me.  In  my  Father^s  house  are  many  mansions :  if  it  were  not 
80, 1  would  have  told  you .  I  go  to  prepare  a  place  for  you.  A  nd  if 
I  go  and  prepare  a  place  for  you,  I  will  come  again,  and  receive  you 
unto  myself;  that  where  I  am,  there  ye  may  be  also." — ^(John 
xiv.  1-3.)  "  The  God  of  our  Fathers  raised  up  Jesus,  whom  ye 
slew,  and  hanged  on  a  tree.  Him  hath  God  exalted  with  his  right 
hand,  to  be  a  Prince  and  a  Savior,  for  to  give  repentance  to  Is- 
rael, and  forgiveness  of  sins." — (Acts.  v.  30,  31.)  "When  he 
[Christ]  ascended  up  on  high,  he  led  captivity  captive,  and  gave 
gifts  unto  men."  «  *  ♦  *  *  "  He  [Christ]  that  descended, 
IS  the  same  also  that  ascended  up  far  above  all  heavens,  that  he 
might  fiD  [vlerose — fulfill,  complete]  all  things." — (Eph.  iv.  S-10) 
— 1.  c.,  fulfil  and  complete  the  work  the  Father  had  given  him  to 
accomplish.  "  For  he  must  reign,  till  he  hath  put  all  enemies 
under  nia  feet.    The  last  enemy  that  shall  be  destroyed  is  Death. 
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— [He  mast  reign  until  he  has  destroyed  all  enmity,  sin  and 
death,  from  the  hearts  of  the  whole  race  of  man,  whom  he  was 
sent  to  sare.]  And  when  all  things  shall  be  subdued  unto  him, 
[all  human  souls  brought  to  love  and  obey  Christ  and  God,]  then 
shall  the  Son  also  himself  be  subject  unto  him  that  put  all  things 
under  him,  that  Grod  may  be  ALL  in  ALL !" — (1  Cor.  xt.  25-28.) 
Though  the  souls  of  blinded  and  deluded  men,  should  pass  from 
this  Lfe  in  a  sinful  condition,  yet  Christ  will  still  continue  his  do- 
minion over  them,  until  they  become  subdued,  melted,  purified, 
and  made  fit  for  the  residence  of  God^s  spirit !  How  valuable, 
how  great,  how  glorious,  the  work  of  the  Redeemer !  How  de- 
lightful to  every  christian  heart,  the  belief  that  he  will  succeed 
in  finishing  it  even  upon  the  last  sinful  wanderer  of  Adam's 
race! 

The  fact  that  Christ  took  such  a  work  upon  himself,  as  the  sal- 
vation of  all  men,  is  of  itself,  proof  that  ne  has  ample  power  to 
finish  it  Why  should  he  declare  he  came  to  save  all,  and  com- 
mence the  work,  unless  he  KNEW  he  had  abundant  means  to  ac- 
complish it  ?  The  scriptures  give  us  the  assurance  that  Jesus 
has  heen  invested  with  all  power  to  save  every  being  he  came  to 
save.  "  All  power  is  given  unto  me,  in  heaven  and  in  earth." — 
(Matt,  xxviii.  18.)  »*6od  was  in  Christ,  reconciling  the  world 
unto  himself."— (2  Cor.  v.  19.)  "My  meat  is  to  do  the  will  of 
him  that  sent  me,  and  to  finish  his  work."— -(John  iv.  34.)  "  Who 
[Christ,]  shall  change  our  vile  body,  that  it  may  be  fashioned  like 
unto  his  glorious  body,  according  to  the  working  whereby  he 
is  able  even  to  subdue  ALL  THINGS  unto  himself."— (Philip, 
iii.  21.) 

Here  is  an  amplitude  of  power  at  the  command  of  Christ.  He 
came  to  save  all  men — he  desires  to  save  all — he  has  ootrer  enough 
to  save  all !  How  can  it  be  said,  he  will  not  do  it  f  Who,  with 
the  least  respect  for  the  scriptures,  for  Christ,  for  God,  will  in 
the  face  of  all  this  overwhelming  testimony,  still  declare  that 
Christ  shall  fail  in  his  great  enterprize — ^that  he  will  not  save  all 
he  came  to  save — all  k^r  whom  he  tasted  death !  Who  DARE 
assert  that  the  White  Banner  of  the  Cross  shall  be  trampled  into 
the  dust,  by  the  Arch-Enemy  of  man,  and  the  Son  of  God — yea, 
(>od  himself — driven  from  the  field,  with  but  a  miserable  rem- 
nant of  that  vast  race  of  man  he  purposed  to  save.  Dr.  Adam 
Clarke  could  not  believe  this.  "  Though  all  earth  and  hell  should 
join  to  hinder  the  accomplishment  of  the  great  designs  of  the  Most 
High,  yet  it  shall  be  dl  in  vain .' r—iDr.  Clarke  on  Matt.  v.  18.) 
We  have  seen  God's  design  respecting  man  was,  that  all  should 
be  reconciled  to  himself,  through  Christ — (see  Colos.  i.  19,  20.) 
According  to  Dr.  Clarke,  earth  and  hell  shall  strive  in  vain  to 
prevent  the  accomplishment  of  this  great  design ! !  And  who  will 
dispute  a  declaration  so  self-evident  ? 
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My  Fourletnlh  Argument's  from  the 

COMMANDMENTS  OF  GOD. 
Proposition.— 1.  God  has  commanded  all  men  to  love  and  serre  him,  and  to  lore 
their  neighbors  as  themselves.    2.  God's  command myents  are  eqaivaknt  to  Prpmiaem^ 
and  mast  all  eventoallf  be  fulfilled. 

Proof, — 1.  God  has  commanded  all  men  to  love  and  serve  him, 
and  to  love  their  neighbors  as  themselves.  "  What  doth  the  Lord 
thy  God  require  of  thee,  but  to  fear  the  Lord  thy  God,  to  walk  im 
his  ways,  and  to  love  him,  and  to  serve  the  Lord  thy  God,  with 
all  thy  heart,  and  with  all  thy  soul."— (Deut.  x.  12.)  ''Tho« 
shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy  heart,  and  with  all  thy 
soul,  and  with  all  thy  mind.  This  is  the  first  and  great  command- 
ment. And  the  second  is  like  unto  it.  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neigh- 
bor as  thyself.  On  these  two  commandments,  hang  all  the  law 
and  the  prophets." — (Matt.  xxii.  37-40.)  These  commandments 
are  binding  on  all  human  beings  !  They  will  continue  obligatory 
on  the  entire  race  of  man,  while  their  being  shall  endure.  In 
whatever  state  of  existence,  in  whatever  world  they  may  live, 
they  will  forever  rest  under  the  command,  to  love  and  serve  God, 
and  to  love  their  fellow  beings  as  themselves. 

2.  God's  commands  are  equivalent  to  Promises^  and  must  all 
eventually  be  fulfilled.  This  Proposition  is  based  on  the  plainest 
dictates  of  reason.  The  fact  that  Jehovah  commands  ms  crea- 
tures to  ^*  serve"  him,  and  to  exercise  the  great  moral  principle  of 
*'  Love"  toward  himself  and  all  their  fellow  beings,  shows  that  it 
is  his  desire,  pleasure,  and  will,  that  all  those  who  are  thus  com- 
manded, shall  yield  obedience.  It  must  be  his  determination  to  be 
obevcd.  Shall  not  God's  pleasure  be  accomplished — shall  not  his 
wilf  be  fulfilled — shall  not  his  command  be  obeyed  ?  "  My  coun- 
sel SHALL  stand,  and  I  WILL  do  all  my  pleasure." — (Isa.  xlvi. 
10.)  "  He  doeth  according  to  his  will  in  the  army  of  heaven, 
and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth )  and  none  can  stay  his 
hand,  or  say  unto  him,  What  doest  thou?" — (Dan.  iv.  35.) 
Whenever  the  Law-maker  or  Ruler  issues  a  commandment,  he 
will  cause  it  to  be  fulfilled,  if  he  has  the  disposition,  the  right, 
and  the  power  to  do  so*  Do  not  human  governments,  and  com- 
manders of  armies,  cause  their  mandates  to  be  fulfilled  to  the  ex- 
tent of  their  power  I  And  if  possessed  of  sufficient  power,  would 
they  not  cause  all  to  yield  obedience  ?  That  God  possesses  a  dis^ 
position  to  be  obeyed  in  his  ereat  commandments,  is  self-evident. 
If  not,  why  issue  them  I  That  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  enforce 
his  commandments,  and  brin^  all  men  to  an  obedience,  in  any 
way  he  thinks  best,  no  one  will  dispute.  Is  it  not  right  that  all 
should  love  and  serve  their  Creator,  and  love  each  other  ?  "  Shall 
not  the  Judge  of  all  the  earth  do  right !" — (Gen.  xviii.  25.)  Is  it 
not  right  he  should  make  all  his  creatures  do  right  ?  Is  it  not 
right,  nay,  is  it  not  the  dutjj  of  all  parents,  to  make  their  children 
love  and  obey  them  ?  Will  not  the  Parent  of  all,  act  on  so  plain 
tnciple  as  this  ?    Thus  God  has  the  Disposition^  and  has  the 
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Right,  [yea,  it  is  his  duty  as  the  Great  Parent  of  all  the  worid,] 
to  cause  his  creatures  in  doe  time,  to  yield  obedience  to  his  com- 
mand, and  love  and  serve  him,  and  love  one  another. 

Has  Deity  the  Power  to  enforce  his  commandments  ?  To  con- 
tend that  he  has  not  this  Power,  is  to  contend  that  he  is  not  God 
— that  he  is  imperfect — that  he  is  lacking  in  ability,  resources  and 
skill,  to  conduct  the  affairs  of  his  government !  I  maintain  that 
God  is  ABLE — abundantly,  infinitely  ABLE — to  bring  all  into  obe- 
dience to  his  commandments.  The  simple  fact  tnat  he  issued 
them,  indicates  ability  to  cause  them  to  be  obeyed !  Or  why  issue 
them  ?  The  scriptures  emphatically  declare  that  God  has  this 
ability.  '•  0  Lord  God  of  our  Fathers,  art  not  thou  God  in  Hea- 
ven 1  and  Rulest  not  thou  over  all  the  kingdoms  of  the  Heathen  1 
and  in  thy  hand  is  there  not  POWER  and  MIGHT,  so  that  none 
is  ahle  to  withstand  thee  V'—{2  Chron.  xx.  6.)  The  Creator  has 
power  to  do  whatever  he  pleases  with  his  creatures — "  For  the 
scripture  saith  unto  Pharaoh,  Even  for  this  purpose  have  I  raised 
thee  up,  that  I  might  show  my  POWER  in  thee,  and  that  my 
name  might  be  declared  throughout  all  the  earth.  ♦  ♦  ♦  » 
Nay  but,  O  man,  who  art  thou  that  repliest  against  God  ?  Shall 
the  thing  formed,  say  to  him  that  formed  it,  Why  hast  thou  made 
me  thus  f  Hath  not  the  potter  POWER  over  the  clay,  of  the  same 
lump,  to  make  one  vessel  unto  honor,  and  another  unto  dishon- 
or 1"— (Rom,  Lx.  17-20.) 

God  thus  has  the  power  to  enforce  his  commandments,  and  to 
cause  all  men  to  love  and  serve  him,  and  love  one  another ! ! 
Will  he  not  exert  his  power  and  bring  his  creatures  to  yield  this 
desirable  obedience  1  I  hope  my  opponent  will  not  deny  that  God 
will  eventually  do  this !  I  beseech  him  for  his  own  reputation — 
for  the  love  of  Christianity — for  the  honor  of  God — not  to  take 
this  ground !  Do  not,  my  brother  for  the  sake  of  sustaining  a 
favonte  theory — and  such  a  theory  too  j  so  cold,  so  cheerless,  so 
unpromising,  so  gloomy  and  terrible— do  not  cast  a  disparagement 
so  dishonorable  and  awful  on  the  character  of  the  holiest  and 
best  of  beings,  the  "  God  of  Love,"  as  to  maintain  that  he  WILL 
NOT  bring  all  his  children,  in  the  fulness  of  times,  to  love  and 
serve  him,  and  become  knit  together  in  love  for  one  anothef^  when 
he  has  an  infinite  abundance  of  POWER  to  do  so  T  Would  it 
not  be  absolute  and  fearful  BLASPHEMY  to  utter  a  thought  so 
abhorrent ! ! ! 

Thus  God  has  commanded  all  men  to  love  and  serve  him,  and 
to  love  one  another.  He  is  desirous  of  being  obeyed — it  is  Right 
he  should  be  obeyed — he  has  ample  Power  to  bring  all  to  obe- 
dience. The  conclusion  is  irresistible,  that  all  will  in  due  time, 
he  brought  into  a  condition  of  Supreme  Love  and  Perfect  Obe' 
dience  !!  The  scriptures  corroborate  this  glorious  conclusion. — 
**  After  those  days,  saith  the  Lord,  I  will  put  my  Law  in  their  in- 
ward parts,  and  write  it  in  their  hearts ;  and  be  their  God,  and 
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they  shall  be  my  people.  And  they  shall  teach  no  more  every 
man  his  neighbor,  and  every  man  his  brother,  sayine,  Enow 
the  Lord :  For  they  shall  all  know  me,  from  the  least  of  mem  unto 
the  greatest  of  them,  saith  the  Lord  :  For  I  will  forgive  their  ini- 
quity, and  will  remember  their  sin  no  more." — (Jer.  xxxi.  33,  34.) 
This  passage  is  quoted,  not  so  much  for  its  Universality,  as  for 
the  fact  it  teaches  that  God  is  able  to  make  men — all  men — 
come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  and  yield  obedience  to  his 
commandments,  whenever  it  pleaseth  him.  ^*  All  nations  whom 
thou  hast  made,  shall  come  and  worship  before  thee,  0  Lord  ]  and 
shall  glorify  thy  name.  For  thou  art  great,  and  doeth  wondrous 
things :  Thou  art  Grod  alone."^P8.  Ixxxvi.  9, 10.)  "  I  have  sworn 
by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth  in  righteousness, 
and  shall  not  return,  That  unto  me  every  knee  shall  bow,  and 
every  tongue  shall  swear.  Surely  shall  say,  In  the  Lord  have  I 
righteousness  and  strength.  Even  to  him  [God]  shall  men  come, 
and  all  that  are  incensed  against  him,  shall  be  ashamed." — (Isa. 
xlv.  23,24.) 

It  being  thus  evident  that  God's  commandments  to  love  him  and 
one  another,  will  ultimately  be  obeyed  by  all  men,  these  com- 
mandments become  great  and  precious  PROMISES  of  the  arrival 
of  a  state  of  Universal  Obedience  and  Love ! !  This  will  be  a 
sonsummation  of  God*s  government,  and  Chrises  rei^n,  honorable 
to  the  Creator,  worthy  of  the  Redeemer,  and  infimtely  desirable 
to  angels  and  men ! 

In  support  of  my  position  in  this  Argument,  that  God's  Com* 
mandments  are  equivalent  to  Promises,  I  will  introduce  the  testi- 
mony of  one  whose  authority  my  opponent  will  not  doubt — even 
John  Wesley.  In  his  discourse  on  the  Perfection  of  mankind, 
he  says  :  **  There  is  a  very  clear  and  full  promise,  that  we  shall 
all  love  the  Lord  our  God,  with  all  our  nearts.  So  we  read, 
Deut.  XXX.  6. — "  The  Lord  thy  God  will  circumcise  \hy  heart,  and 
the  heart  of  thy  seed,  to  Love  the  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy 
heart,  and  with  all  thy  soul."  Equally  express  in  the  word  of 
the  Lord,  which  is  no  less  a  Promise,  though  in  the  form  of  a 
COMMAND—**  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  Grod,  with  all  thy 
heart,  with  all  thy  soul,  and  with  all  thy  mind."  No  words  can 
be  more  strong  than  these — no  PROMISE  can  be  more  express ! 
In  like  manner — **  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as  thvself,"  is  as 
express  a  PROMISE  as  a  command.  And  indeed,  that  general 
and  unlimited  promise  which  runs  through  the  whole  Gospel  Dis- 
pensation— "  I  will  put  my  laws  into  their  minds,  and  write  them 
m  their  hearts,"  turns  all  the  commands  into  PROMISES,  and 
consequently  that  among  the  rest — "  Let  this  mind  be  in  you, 
which  was  also  in  Christ  Jesus. "^Phil.  ii.  5.)  The  command 
here,  is  equivalent  to  a  PROMISE,  and  gives  us  full  reason  to 
expect  that  he  will  work  IN  ub,  that  which  he  requires  of  us. 
When  the  Apostle  says  to  the  Ephesians — "  Ye  have  been  taught 
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by  him,  as  the  trnth  is  in  Jesus,  to  be  renewed  in  the  spirit  of 
your  mind ;  and  to  put  on  the  new  man,  which  is  created  after 
the  image  of  God,  in  righteousness  and  true  holiness," — (Eph.  iv. 
21-24)~he  leaves  us  no  room  to  doubt  but  God  will  thus  renew 
us  in  the  spirit  of  our  minds,  and  create  us  anew  in  the  image  of 
God,  wherein  we  were  first  created.  The  command  of  God  ffiven 
by  St.  Peter — "  Be  ye  holy,  as  he  that  hath  called  you  is  noly, 
in  all  manner  of  conversation" — (1  Pet.  i.  15.) — ^implies  a  PROM- 
ISE that  we  shall  be  thus  holy.  As  God  has  called  us  to  holi- 
ness, he  is  undoubtedly  willing,  as  well  as  ABLE  to  WORK  this 
holiness  in  us.  For  he  cannot  MOCK  his  helpless  creatures — 
calling  on  them  to  r£ceiv£  what  he  never  intends  to  give  !  ."* 

In  these  quotations,  Wesley  fully  endorses  the  position  I  have 
taken,  that  God's  commands^  are  indeed,  promises;  and  that  what- 
ever he  commands  to  be  done,  is  in  reality  a  promise  that  it  shall 
in  due  time,  be  accomplished.  Wesley  also  corroborates  my  ar- 
gument, that  God  must  eventuaUy  be  obeyed;  and  that  he  himself 
will  bring  the  human  heart  into  such  a  state  as  he  pleases )  into 
such  a  condition  as  will  conduce  to  cheerful  obedience.  He  says 
there  is  "  no  room  to  doubt,  but  God  will  renew  us  in  the  spirit  of 
our  mind,  and  create  us  anew,  in  the  Image  of  God,  wherein  we 
were  first  created."  He  also  declares  that,  *•  As  God  has  called 
us  to  holiness,  he  is  undoubtedly  willing^  as  well  as  able,  to  work 
this  holiness  in  us !"  Now  as  our  Methodist  brethren  utterly  ab- 
jure Calvinism,  they  must  be  willing  to  allow  that  whatever  God 
himself,  of  his  own  accord,  does  for  ONE  man,  he  will  in  his  own 
time,  do  for  ALL  MEN ;  and  if  he  renews  and  creates  anew,  one 
soul,  he  will  renew  and  create  anew,  ALL  SOULS! — {Time  ex- 
piffd, 

[hr.  holmes*  eighth  reply.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators: — It  is  an  occasion  of  regret  to  me,  that 
Mr.  Austin  should  take  so  much  pains  to  make  distinguished  evan- 
gelical ministers  express  views  they  never  held.  What  he  expects 
to  gain  by  such  a  course,  I  cannot  possibly  imagine.  It  certainly 
cannot  increase  his  reputation  for  candor,  or  aid  the  defence  of  his 
cause,  to  be  detected  so  frequently,  in  an  attempt  to  extort  con- 
cessions in  favor  of  his  views,  by  garbled  extracts,  or  a  perversion 
of  the  language  of  celebrated  men.  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Wesley, 
in  regard  to  which  Mr.  Austin  has  just  quoted  him,  is  my  opinion,, 
and  IS  the  opinion  of  all  evangelical  ministers ;  it  is,  that  God's 
commands  have  the  force  of  promises — not  promises,  that  his  com- 
mands shall  be  obeyed,  but  promises,  that  those  who  are  disposed 
to  obey,  shall  have  power  to  obey.  Mr.  Austin  represents  Wesley 
as  saying,  when  God  utters  a  command,  that  command  has  the  force 
of  an  absolute  promise,  or  pledge,  that  it  shall  be  fulfilled.  Noth- 
ing could  have  been  farther  from  Wesley's  views  than  this.    ^^^ 
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friend  cannot,  if  he  tries,  more  directly  misrepresent  him,  than  by 
attributing  to  him  such  a  sentiment.  What  Wesley  said,  and  in- 
tended to  say,  is  this  :  when  God  says  to  the  sinner,  •*  thou  shalt 
love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart," — this  command  has  the 
force  of  a  promise,  inasmuch  as  it  implies  that  if  the  sinner  sets 
his  heart  to  the  work  of  loving  God,  lie  sfiall  have  power  to  enable 
him  to  fullill  the  divine  command,  and  so  of  all  Ihe  other  com- 
mands of  God.  Mr.  Austin  knows  full  well,  that  this  is  all  Wesley 
designed  to  express,  and  yet  he  does  not  hesitate  to  attach  another 
and  very  different  meaning  to  the  language  of  this  great  and  good 
man,  who  would  as  soon  have  embraced  Mohammedanism  as  Univer- 
salism.  It  is  probably  in  this  way,  that  so  many  Universalists  have 
been  led  to  expose  their  ignorance,  in  claiming  Weslev  and  others 
as  believers  in  their  creed.  I  have  heard  it  repeatedly  and  vehe- 
mently asserted,  that  Wesley  was  a  Universalist,  and  by  men  too, 
who  would  think  themselves  insulted,  were  their  intelligence  called 
in  question.  Not  long  since,  and  not  far  from  this  place,  a  Uni- 
versalist claimed  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  as  a  defender  of  his  system, 
and  offered  to  bet  ten  dollars  that  his  writings  furnished  no  proof 
to  the  contrary.  The  brother  with  whom  the  conversation  was 
held,  would  not  b#t  with  him,  but  took  the  trouble  to  get  the  Dr's. 
Commentary,  and  read  from  it  a  few  plain  paragraphs  on  the  point 
most  contended  for  by  Univorsalism ;  and  even  then  he  could  scarce- 
ly convince  him  of  his  error.  Where  do  these  men  get  their  false 
impressions,  if  not  from  their  oracles,  on  whose  lips  they  hang  for 
instruction  ?  and  who,  by  a  slight  of  hand  process,  adopted  and  sys- 
tematically carried  out,  press  men  of  other  religious  views,  into  the 
support  of  a  cause  whicn  cannot  be  sustained  upon  its  own  merits. 

In  regard  to  my  argument  on  the  foreknowledge  of  Grod,  Mr. 
Austin  makes  declarations  which  are  really  strange ! !  Is  it  the  re- 
sult of  carelessness  or  design  ?  I  pretend  not  to  determine.  He  says 
I  strive  to  do  away  with  divine  foreknowledge,  and  still  farther,  Umt 
I. try  to  prove — what  God  knows  will  t^ke  place,  will  not  take 
place.  Neither  of  these  declarations  are  true.  What  I  said  on 
that  point  is  as  follows :  First,  knowledge  is  pasiive,  and  does  not 
in  itself  determine  the  nature  of  an  event.  Secondly,  there  is  a  broad 
distinction  between  certainty  and  necessity ;  hence  an  event  may  be 
certain,  without  being  necessary.  God  may  know  that  some  indi- 
vidual of  this  assembly,  will  go  down  to  the  centre  of  this  village, 
before  returning  home.  He  knows  this  as  a  fact  that  will  occur, 
simply,  and  only,  because  he  is  infinite  in  knowledge.  But  does 
the  fact  that  God  knows  it,  necessitate  the  action  f  Not  at  all ;  it 
is  no  more  necessary  than  it  would  be  if  God  did  not  know  it.  And 
this  is  true,  if  there  is  any  truth  in  existence. 

My  friend  also  attempts  an  argument  on  what  I  said  of  the  will 

of  God.    But  he  first  misstates  my  view.    I  have  not  said,  as  he  al- 

ledges,  that  God  has  no  will  of  determination.    All  I  desizned  to 

""press  on  thi»  point  is,  that  God's  will  respecting  the  final  coiidi« 
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tion  of  all  men,  is  not  a  will  of  absolute  detenniiMtion.  Bat  that 
his  will  respecting;  the  salyation  of  men  embraces  determination,  is 
a  fact  I  never  called  in  question.  God  determined  to  introduce  a 
system  of  moral  government,  adapted  to  promote  the  happiness  of 
all  his  creatures.  He  determined  to  create  subjects  of  that  govern- 
ment, with  such  constitution  and  powers,  as  would,  when  properly 
improved,  harmonize  with  his  government,  in  bringing  out  the  con- 
templated result.  He,  foreseeing  that  men  would  become  sinful,  de- 
termined to  redeem  them  from  a  fallen  state  through  Jesus  Christ. 
He  also  determined  to  proclaim  to  the  world,  the  riches  of  his  grace, 
through  the  instrumentality  of  his  written  word,  and  a  living  minis- 
try— and  finally,  to  judge  and  determine  the  case  of  each  individual 
in  strict  conformity  to  that  important  declaration  of  his  word — **  he 
that  believeth  shsill  be  saved,  but  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be 
damned.'*  Here  is  Grod's  will  of  determination,  and  he  will  carry 
out,  with  undeviating  exactness,  all  the  purposes  embraced  in  it, 
whatever  may  be  the  consequence  to  incorrigible  offenders. 

My  friend  has  argued  at  length,  that  the  will  of  God  has  all  the 
force  cf  absolute  determination.  AH  I  have  to  say  in  regard  to  this, 
is,  that  if  it  be  true,  then  everything  that  has  come  to  pass  thus 
far,  during  6000  years,  has  been,  and  m,  in  strict  conformity  to  the 
will  of  God.  Nothing  that  has  taken  place  could  have  been  other- 
wise, nor  could  anything  have  possibly  come  to  pass,  which  has  not 
come  to  pass.  This  wiU  is  as  positive,  in  respect  to  what  has  been 
excluded,  as  in  respect  to  what  has  been  included.  Here,  again, 
we  throw  off  from  the  creature  all  moral  responsibility,  and  make 
God  the  direct  author  of  all  sin.  I  know  my  friend  is  not  willing  to 
take  this  conclusion,  and  yet  he  must  take  it,  or  give  up  his  argu- 
ment ;  and  in  either  case,  his  theory  must  be  abandoned.  Mr.  Aus- 
tin has  an  argument  founded  on  the  death  of  Christ.  I  could  not  but 
be  astonished  that  he  should  present  the  death  of  Christ,  as  a  proof 
of  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men.  Does  he  admit  the 
world  was  lost  in  respect  to  salvation  in  a  future  state,  before  the 
death  of  Christ? — that  it  was  lost  finally,  if  Christ  had  not  died  ? 
Does  he  not  know  that  it  is  the  doctrine  of  his  school  of  theologi- 
ans, that  men  are  lost  only  in  respect  to  this  life,  and  do  not  need 
salvation  in  respect  to  their  final  state  ? 

Mr.  Austin. — My  argument  was  on  the  mission — not  the  deatlt 
of  Christ. 

Ma.  Holmes. — ^Very  good,  substitute  the  word  mission,  for  death, 
and  let  all  the  rest  stand  as  it  does.  With  what  consistency  can 
the  gentleman  raise  an  argument  for  the /no/ happiness  of  all  men, 
on  the  mission  of  Christ,  when  he  himself  does  not  believe  the  ad- 
vent of  Christ  to  our  world  has  anything  to  do  with  it  He  does 
not  believe  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  men  was  ever  for- 
feited, in  any  sense,  or  even  in  peril,  and  yet  he  gravely  argues,  that 
all  men  will  be  saved,  because  Christ  appeared  among  men  in  the 
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character  of  a  Savior.  0  consietency,  thou  art  a  jewel !  But  more 
of  tbis  hereafter,  when  I  shall  take  occasion  to  show  why  the  gen- 
tleman has  left  the  death  of  Christ  out  of  his  argument.  I  now 
proceed  to  consider  the  attributes  of  God,  and  the  kind  and  amount 
of  evidence  they  furnish,  for  the  settlement  of  the  question  relative 
to  the  final  condition  of  men. 

The  attributes  of  God — independent  of  revelation  and  matter  of 
fact,  do  not  furnish  sufficient  data,  from  which  to  infer  anything 
with  certainty,  respecting  the  future  destiny  of  man.  This  is  evi- 
dent from  the  following  considerations : 

1.  God  cannot  give  us  a  perfect  acquaintance  with  himself,  be- 
cause of  our  inability  to  comprehend  infinity.  The  attributes  can 
be  comprehended  in  their  nature  and  mora)  bearings,  fully,  only  by 
God  himself.  Hence,  conclusions  drawn  from  the  attributes  of  &od, 
are  drawn  from  premises  we  do  not  understand;  and  the  uncertainty 
of  our  conclusions,  must  correspond  with  the  imperfections  of  our 
knowledge  of  the  premises  whence  they  are  drawn. 

2.  The  attributes  of  God  do  not,  of  themselves,  enable  us  to  de- 
termine the  moral  turpitude  of  sin — nor  how  much  punishment  the 
sinner  deserves — a  point  which  must  be  understood,  before  we  can 
determine  the  question  for  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
men,  with  ami  precision. 

3.  The  attributes  of  God  do  not  determine  the  question  of  man's 
future  existence — much  less  his  future  salvation.  The  resurrection 
of  the  body,  and  the  immortality  of  the  soul,  caonot  be  proved 
from  the  attributes  of  GoJ.  Hence,  the  divine  attributes  do  not, 
of  themselves,  determine  anything  conclusively  respecting  the  fu- 
ture destinies  of  men. 

4.  There  are  two  ways,  and  only  two,  in  which  we  may  deter- 
mine what  is,  or  is  not,  consistent  with  the  divine  attributes,  viz : 
his  express  declarations  in  the  Bible,  and  the  facts  which  exist  un- 
der his  government.  If  we  ascertain  that  any  thing  is  consistent 
with  the  divine  attributes,  God  must  reveal  it  to  us ;  and  this  rev- 
elation must  be  made  in  one  of  the  ways  just  named.  If  Univer- 
salists  can  prove  that  all  men  will  be  unconditionally  restored  to 
holiness  and  happiness,  by  the  revelation  of  God,  or  by  actual 
facts,  under  the  present  government  of  God,  we  shall  be  bound 
to  believe  that  such  restoration  and  salvation  are  consistent  with 
the  attributes  of  God.  But  if,  on  the  contrary,  we  can  adduce 
testimony  from  the  same  sources,  which  goes  to  establish  the  con- 
trary opinion,  then  we  are  bound  to  admit  that  the  contrary  is 
consistent  with  the  perfections  of  God.  To  say  nothing  of  the 
testimony  of  divine  revelation  at  present,  what  are  the  actual 
facts,  as  they  exist  now^  under  the  government  of  God  1  Do  not 
sin  and  misery  tww  exist,  in  all  their  blighting  influence,  on  hu- 
man hopes  and  haziness  ?  and  have  they  not  so  existed  for  six 
thousand  years  1  This  is  a  fact,  and  as  a  fact,  it  proves  most  in- 
contcstably,  that  the  attributes  of  God  do,  under  certain  circum- 
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Stances,  admit,  or  permit,  the  existence  of  sin  and  misery,  where 
it  is  introduced  by  the  voluntary  action  of  moral  beings.  Now, 
aa  the  attributes  of  God  are  always  the  same,  that  which  is  now 
consistent  with  the  attributes  of  God,  will,  under  the  same  circum- 
stances, always  he  consistent.  The  moral  influence  of  the  divine 
attributes  is  as  great  now,  as  it  ever  will  be ;  but  this  moral  influ- 
ence allows  sin  and  misery  now  to  exist ;  hence,  there  is  no  proof 
arising  from  the  attributes  of  God,  that  these  obstacles  to  human 
happiness  will  ever  be  destroyed.  So  far  from  this,  the  fact  that 
they  now  exist,  is  presumptive  proof,  in  the  absence  of  any  ex- 
press declaration  to  the  contrary,  that  they  will  exist  for  ever. 
God's  moral  government  takes  its  character  from  his  moral  attri- 
butes: hence,  what  is  consistent  with  his  government,  is  also 
consistent  with  his  attributes.  But  it  is  reconcilable  with  the  equity 
and  purity  of  God's  moral  government,  that  sin  and  misery  should 
now  exist,  otherwise  they  would  aase  to  exist,  at  once,  and  for 
ever.  Moreover,  the  government  of  God  is,  in  its  fundamental 
principles,  as  changeless  as  are  his  attributes,  and  as  eternal  as 
the  design  and  object  which  called  it  into  being.  But  it  is  a  fact, 
that  the  government  of  God  now  permits  sin  and  misery  j  hence, 
in  the  absence  of  all  proof  to  the  contrary,  the  fact  of  their  actual 
existence,  is  presumptive  evidence  that  they  will  always  exist. 
As  moral  evil  does  exist,  under  a  government,  changeless  and  eter- 
nal, we  cannot  be  assured  that  it  will  terminate,  without  explicit 
information  to  this  effect,  from  the  Governor  himself.  Thus  you 
see,  so  far  as  the  evidence  of  facts  is  concerned,  the  argument 
from  the  attributes  of  God,  is  clearly  in  my  favor.  Facts  are 
stubborn  things,  and  we  have  proved  by  matters  of  fact,  that  the 
existence  of  sin  and  misery  is  consistent  with  the  attributes  of 
God,  and  his  moral  government.  Now,  if  Mr.  Austin  can  adduce 
facts,  equally  tangible  and  clear,  that  sin  and  misery  will  all  be 
destroyed,  at  any  time  hereafter,  then  the  argument  will  be  as 
strong  for  him  as  for  me,  and  no  stronger.  But  until  he  does 
this,  he  must  give  up  the  argument  from  the  attributes  of  God. 
Thus  much  for  the  general  argument. 

We  may  now  apply  these  principles  to  the  divine  attributes, 
separately.  For  example,  the  holiness  of  God.  My  friend  may 
argue,  God  is  holy — "of  purer  eyes  than  to  behold  iniquity" — 
therefore,  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  My  answer  is, 
God  is  holy,  therefore,  all  men  are  holy  and  nappy.  Is  this  lat- 
ter conclusion  true  ?  Certainly  not.  How,  then,  can  the  former 
be  true  ?  Are  they  not  both  founded  on  the  holiness  of  God  ? 
One  sustains  exactly  the  same  relation  (o  the  divine  holiness,  that 
the  other  does:  hence,  if  one  be  sound,  both  must  be;  if  one  be 
false,  both  are  false.  But  my  conclusion  is  false ;  a  thousand 
facts  stare  us  in  the  face,  and  tell  us  it  is  false  :  hence,  the  divine 
holiness  gives  us  no  proof,  that  Mr.  Austin's  conclusion  is  true. 
Again :  let  the  gentleman  select  the  goodness  of  God  as  his  star- 
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ting  point.  God  is  good — **  his  tender  mercies  are  oyer  all  his 
works ;"  therefore,  all  men  wiU  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  I  an- 
swer, God  is  good ;  therefore  all  men  are  holy  and  happy.  The  con- 
clusion is  precisely  as  sound  in  my  argument  as  in  his.  And  here 
we  are  conducted  to  the  same  conclusion  as  above,  viz.  both  deduc- 
tions are  false.  That  which  does  not  produce  present  salvatioD, 
can  afford,  of  itself,  no  assurance  of  salvation  at  any  future  time. 
The  same  result  will  be  arrived  at,  if  we  start  witn  the  wisdom 
of  God,  or  any  other  one  of  the  divine  perfections.  It  is  as  cer- 
tain, therefore,  as  matter  of  fact  can  make  it,  that  the  entire  string^ 
of  arguments  displayed  before  this  audience,  based  on  various 
elements  of  divine  character,  are  so  many  splendid  sophisms,  or- 
namented with  beautiful  imagery,  and  delivered  with  eloquence 
and  animation,  to  take  the  popular  ear,  but  possessing  not  one 
particle  of  logical  force  or  soundness. 

I  now  present  my  fifth  Negative  Argument.  I  argue  against 
the  proposition  which  alledges  the  holmess  and  happiness  of  all 
men,  from  the  fact,  that  the  system,  of  which  it  is  the  soul  and 
centre,  teaches  the  degrading  and  infidel  doctrine,  that  the  soul 
is  material  and  mortal, 

1.  This  is  a  direct  and  unavoidable  inference,  from  the  view 
taken  of  sin  and  its  source.  Ballon,  Rogers,  Whittemore,  and  J, 
M.  Austin,  and  many  others,  including  a  nost  of  those  who  only 
express  their  views  in  the  pulpit  and  private  circle,  say,  distinct- 
ly, that  all  sin  proceeds  from  our  physical  or  bodily  nature.  If 
this  be  true,  then  of  course,  as  the  body  dies,  and  is  dissolved, 
thai  which  sins  dies,  and  is  dissolved.  But  the  Bible  predicates 
sin  of  the  soul.  '^The  soul  that  sinneth,  it  shall  die.^^  Sin  and 
virtue  are  predicated  of  the  soul  alone ;  hence,  Universalism  must 
deny  the  Bible  doctrine,  that  the  soul  commits  sin,  or  identify  the 
body  and  soul  as  the  same  ajg^ent,  and  thus  deny  the  existence  of 
the  soul,  only  as  identical  with  the  body :  the  body  and  soul  are 
one  and  inseparable.  Hence,  when  the  body  dies,  the  soul  dies ; 
the  body  is  the  soul,  and  the  soul  is  the  body ;  both  die,  and  are 
dissolved  together:  the  soul,  therefore,  is  material  and  mortal. 
In  confirmation  of  the  above,  Rev.  Mr.  Everett,  in  his  appendix 
to  Life  of  Murray,  says :  "  It  is  not  now  admitted,  by  Univerealists 
generally,  that  man  possesses  two  natures.^'  p.  219.  But  if  nma 
has  but  one  nature,  that  one  nature  is  identical  with  his  body, 
and  dies  with  it,  from  which  it  follows,  Universalism  is  materialism, 

2.  The  materialism  of  Universalism,  is  a  direct  and  unavoida- 
ble inference,  from  the  means  to  be  employed  for  effecting,  and 
the  time  fixed  upon  for  the  commencement  of  the  holiness  and 
happiness  of  all  men.  Now,  the  means  employed  are  embraced 
in  I  he  general  resurrection  of  mankind — the  lime  for  the  begin- 
ning 01  man's  holy  and  happy  state,  is  that  in  which  the  resur- 
rection takes  place.  In  his  debate  with  Mr.  Rice,  Mr.  Pingree 
laid  it  down  aa  his  main  and  leading  proposition,  that  at  the  gen- 
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eral  resurrection,  not  before,  men  are  to  be  made  holy,  and  saved, 
and  yet  he  denies  the  existence  of  punishment  after  death.  Such, 
also,  is  the  doctrine  of  Mr.  A.  C.  Thomas,  as  eiven  in  his  debate 
with  Dr.  Ely,  who  says,  "  I  hold  to  no  future  life  and  immortal- 
ity, save  that  which  will  be  consequent  of  a  resurrection  from  the 
dead."  The  life  and  immortality  in  which  Mr.  Thomas  believes, 
must  rise  from  the  dead,  before  it  can  exist.  That  is,  all  there  is 
of  man,  dies  when  the  body  dies,  and  remains  dead  until  the  re- 
surrection, and  all  of  man  that  lives  after  the  resurrection,  rises 
from  the  dead  at  the  resurrection.  Here  is  bare-faced  material- 
ism. The  same  ground  was  taken  by  Mr.  Biddlecom,  in  a  dis- 
cussion at  Lexington,  with  Rev.  J.  H.  Power.  Ballou  and  Bal- 
four, and  Universalists  generally,  believe  and  teach  the  same  doc- 
trine. , 

Now  look  at  the  necessary  conclusion  from  these  premises. 
Men  are  not  to  be  made  holy  and  happy  until  the  general  resur- 
rection, and  yet  these  teachers  tell  us,  there  is  no  punishment  after 
death :  but  if  the  soul  is  neither  happy  nor  unhappy,  between 
death  and  the  resurrection,  the  conclusion  is  inevitable — ^it  ceases 
to  be — dies  with  the  body,  and  remains  dead  until  restored  by  the 
resurrection.     Here  again  is  materialism. 

3.  The  materiality  and  mortality  of  the  soul,  is  directly  asserted 
by  Universalism.  It  is  well  known  that  Mr.  Balfour,  perhaps 
the  most  distinguished  writer  of  the  fraternity,  has  written  much 
to  refute  the  immortality  of  the  soul .  He  calls  it  *^  heathen  chafij" 
and  says  he  has  *Hurned  it  out  of  doors  as  a  heathen  intruder.'' 
Again :  in  his  Inquiry,  he  says,  "  man  comes  into  the  world  and 
dies  similar  to  the  brute  creation'* — ^that  is,  death  ends  his  exist- 
ence as.it  does  that  of  the  brute,  only  man  is  to  have  a  resurrec-^ 
tion.  Lefever,  editor  of  the  Gospel  Anchor,  denies  the  immortal- 
ity of  the  soul — ^maintains  that  the  mind,  and  mental  phenomena, 
are  the  results  of  physical  organization,  and  that  the  mind  per- 
ishes with  the  body.  Again :  **  when  the  body  dies,"  the  soul 
"will  of  course  cease  to  exist,"  vol.  2,  p.  305.  Such  is  the  general, 
not  to  say  universal,  testimony  of  writers  on  Universalism.  Such 
iff  Universalism,  on  one  of  the  most  important  and  interesting  doc- 
trines of  human  existence.  Indeed,  the  views  taken  of  sin,  of 
punishment,  and  of  the  resurrection,  and  many  of  the  proofs  ad- 
duced in  support  of  the  main  proposition  of  the  system,  require 
this  ground  to  be  taken.  To  be  a  tnorough-going,  consistent  IJni- 
versalist,  is  to  be  a  materialist — to  believe  that  when  our  earthly 
existence  terminates,  we  die  like  an  old  dog,  or  an  old  horse,  and 
cease  to  exist  in  a  conscious  state. 

My  next  Negative  Ar^ment  is,  that  Universalism  is  false,  be- 
cause it  denies  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution,  and  confines  the 
rewards  and  punishments  of  men  wholly  to  this  life. 

Such  is  the  doctrine  of  Ballou.  A.  C.  Thomas,  who  professes 
to  speak  the  sentiments  of  his  denomination  at  large,  RogerS) 
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Williamson,  Lefever,  and  Pingree,  speak  the  same  sentiment.  The 
"  Universalist  Book  of  Reference,"  published  by  Guild  and  Hyattt, 
devotes  some  40  pages  to  the  work  of  denying  both  reward  and 
punishment  in  a  future  state.  The  "  Gospel  Anchor,"  (vol.  2,  p. 
289.)  has  the  following  language:  ** Immortality  is  the  gift  of 
God,  totally  unconnected  with  our  conduct  in  the  fleshy  This  gen- 
eral and  broad  denial  of  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution,  is  a 
flat  contradiction  of  the  argument  from  analogy,  and  of  the  plain 
declarations  of  God's  woro. 

The  argument  from  analogy,  embracing  matters  of  fact  which 
come  under  the  observation  of  every  man,  teaches  most  positively, 
that  the  consequences  of  the  actions  of  men  extend,  in  their  influ- 
ence, far  beyond  the  actual  occurrence  of  the  actions  themselves. 
Every  man  knows  that  his  conduct  to-day  will,  more  or  less,  in- 
fluence his  happiness  to-morrow ;  his  conduct  this  year,  is  crea- 
ting an  influence  for  weal  or  woe,  which  will  be  carried  forward 
in  nis  history,  to  exert  a  material  control  over  his  condition 
and  happiness  next  year,  and  it  may  be,  for  many  years  to  come. 
From  these  facts,  (which  my  friend  will  not  dispute,)  the  infers 
ence  is  fair  and  legitimate,  and  cannot  be  set  aside  by  any  fair 
course  of  reasoning,  our  conduct  in  this  life,  will  send  forwaird 
an  influence  to  the  future  life,  which  will  control,  in  an  impor- 
tant sense,  our  condition  and  hap|)iness  then.  The  validity  of 
this  argument  depends  on  the  stability  and  uniformity  of  the  laws 
of  the  natural  and  moral  world,  in  their  influence  upon  moral 
character  and  human  happiness.  But  in  denpng  future  retri- 
bution, Universalism  also  gives  the  lie  to  God's  word,  which,  on 
this  point,  is  as  plain  and  emphatic  as  is  possible,  or  as  could  be 
desired. 

I  call  your  attention  to  the  following  passages:  ^^  Godliness  is 
profitable  unto  all  things,  having  promise  of  the  life  that  now  is, 
and  of  that  which  is  to  come." — (1  Tim.  iv.  8.)  Here  the  influence 
of  God  is  said  to  go  with  us,  and  be  profitable  too,  in  the  future 
world.  Matt.  vi.  19. — *'Lay  not  up  lor  yourselves  treasures  on 
earth.  ♦  *  *  But  lay  up  for  yourselves  treasures  in  heaven, 
where  moth  and  rust  do  not  corrupt,  and  where  thieves  do  not 
break  through  nor  steal."  Luke  xiv.  12. — "  Then  said  he  also 
to  him  that  bade  him,  when  thou  makest  a  dinner,  or  a  supper, 
call  not  thy  friends,  nor  thy  brethren,  neither  thy  rich  neighbors ; 
lest  they  also  bid  thee  again,  and  a  recompense  be  made  thee.  But 
when  thou  makest  a  feast,  call  the  poor,  the  maimed,  the  lamer 
the  blind ;  and  thou  shalt  be  blest :  for  they  cannot  recompense 
thee :  for  thou  shalt  be  recompensed,  at  the  resurrection  of  the 
justy  Here  we  are  taught  that  our  chief  reward,  for  a  course  of 
benevolence  and  piety,  is  to  be  looked  for  after  this  life ;  that 
there  is  a  resurrection  peculiar  to  the  just,  and  a  peculiar  reward 
for  the  just,  at  that  resurrection.  Luke  xii.  33. — "  Sell  that  ye 
have,  and  give  alms :  provide  yourselves  bags  which  wax  not  old, 
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a  treaswre  in  the  heavens  thatfaUeth  not;  where  no  thief  approach- 
eth,  neither  moth  corrupteth."  Language  cannot  be  better  selec- 
ted than  this,  to  express  the  doctrine,  that  a  course  of  self-denial, 
benevolence  and  piety,  induced  by  devotion  to  Christ,  shall  find 
its  ample  compensation  in  a  heavenly  treasure.  1  Tim.  vi.  8. — 
^^  Charge  them  that  are  rich  in  this  world,  that  they  be  not  high- 
minded,  nor  trust  in  uncertain  riches,  but  in  the  living  God,  who 
giveth  us  richly  all  things  to  enjoy ;  that  they  do  good,  that  thejr 
be  rich  in  good  works,  ready  to  distribute,  willing  to  commum- 
cate,  laying  up  for  themselves  a  good  foundation  against  the  time 
to  come,  that  they  may  lay  hold  on  eternal  life:'  The  motive  by 
which  the  duties  here  enioined  upon  the  rich  are  enforced,  is,  that 
in  *'  the  time  to  come,"  they  may  "  lay  hold  on  eternal  life:' 

2  Tim.  iv.  7,  8. — "  I  have  fought  a  good  fight,  I  have  finished 
my  course,  I  have  kept  the  faith:  henceforth  there  is  laid  up  for 
me,  a  crown  of  righteousness  which  the  Lord,  the  righteous 
judge,  shall  give  me  at  that  day,  and  not  to  me  only,  but  to  all 
them  also  that  love  his  appearing."  Here  the  crown  of  righteous- 
ness is  referred  to,  as  the  reward  of  his  fidelity  in  his  master's 
cause,  and  his  integrity  as  a  christian  :  and  as  this  lane:uage  was 
penned  in  full  view  of  eternity,  when  he  was  "  ready  to  oe  ofiered" 
[to  die  as  a  martyr,]  this  crown  of  righteousness  was  to  be  awar- 
ded, and  enjoyed  in  the  heavenly  state. 

Matt.  V.  11,  12. — ^^  Blessed  are  ye,  when  men  shall  revile  you 
and  persecute  you,  and  say  all  manner  of  evil  against  you,  falsely, 
for  my  sake.  Rejoice,  and  be  exceeding  glad ;  for  great  is  your 
reward  in  heaven:'  In  this  passage,  our  Lord  assures  his  disci- 
ples that  their  reward  in  heaven  will  correspond  to,  or  be  in- 
creased by,  their  patient  endurance  of  persecution  for  his  sake, 
or  in  his  cause. 

Mark  x.  29,  30. — Jesus  said  :  '^  There  \b  no  man  that  hath  left 
house,  or  brethren,  or  sisters,  *  *  ♦  for  my  sake,  and  the 
gospel's,  but  he  shall  receive  a  hundred-fold  more  now,  in  this 
time,  houses,  and  brethren,  *  *  *  with  persecutions;  and 
in  the  ifforld  to  come,  eternal  life:' 

1  Pet.  V.  2-4. — **  Feed  the  flock  of  God,  which  is  among  you, 
*  ♦  ♦  not  by  constraint,  but  willingly;  not  for  filthy  lucre, 
but  of  a  ready  mind ;  ♦  *  *  and  when  the  chief  shepherd 
shall  appear,  ye  shall  receive  a  crown  of  glory,  that  fadeth  not 
away, 

2  Cor.  iv.  17. — "  For  our  light  aflliction,  which  is  but  for  a 
moment,  worketh  for  us  a  far  more  exceeding^  and  eternal  weight 
of  glory:' 

2  Tim.  ii.  12. — "If  we  suffer,  we  shall  also  reign  with  him ;  if 
we  deny  him,  he  will  also  deny  us." 

1  Pet.  i.  3-5.—"  Blessed  be  the  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  which,  according  to  his  abundant  mercy,  hath  begot- 
ten us  -again  unto  a  lively  hope,  by  the  resurrection  of  Jesus 
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Christ  from  the  dead,  to  an  inheritance  tncorrupUUe  and  ondefiled, 
and  that  fadeth  not  away,  reserved  in  heaven  for  you,  who  are 
kept  by  the  power  of  God,  through  faith,  unto  scUvation^  ready  to 
be  revealed  m  the  last  time." 

These  declarations  of  Christ  and  his  Apostles  are  so  clear,  de- 
finite, and  emphatic,  in  support  of  future  retribution — reward 
in  heaven^  for  a  life  of  holiness  and  usefulness  on  earthy  that  it  is 
one  of  the  most  remarkable  things  we  have  to  account  for,  in  the 
history  of  religious  opinions,  that  men  should  be  found,  profes- 
sing to  believe  the  Bible,  and  yet  rejecting  the  doctrine  of  rewards 
and  punishments  in  another  world.  In  rejecting  the  doctrine  set 
forth  in  the  passages  above  adduced,  Universalism  proves  itself 
not  merely  false,  but  malignant^  in  its  opposition  to  the  great 
truths  of  Christianity.  I  earnestly  call  the  attention  of  Mr,  Aus- 
tin to  this  subject,  and  when  he  shall  have  disposed  of  these  plain 
scripture  proofs,  I  have  as  many  more  for  his  consideration.  For 
the  present,  I  will  suspend  this  argument,  to  be  taken  up  and  fin- 
ished when  I  speak  again.  In  the  meantime,  I  will  give  you 
some  farther  views  on  atonement,  as  a  supplement  to  what  I  hiaTe 
already  said  on  that  subject,  in  an  off-hand  way. 

The  Apostle  Paul  says,  "  the  Law  is  holy,  just,  and  good."  It 
is  [agia]  holy ;  free  from  moral  defect :  the  very  essence  of  moral 
purity;  [dekaia,]  just;  promoting  justice,  and  punishing  sin: 
[agathe,]  good ;  in  its  object  and  end,  tending  to  secure  the  ends 
of  benevolence,  and  adapted  to  display  the  perfections  of  the  di- 
vine character.  The  human  race  nave  voluntarily  become  trans- 
gressors of  this  law,  and  have  thereby  incurred  its  righteous  pen- 
alty. Goodness  may  be  inclined  to  show  mercy,  but  holiness 
must  maintain  an  opposition  to  sin,  hj  an  active  display  of  justice. 
Holiness,  as  an  attribute  of  God,  is  not  inferior  to  goodness ; 
hence,  justice  is  not  subordinate  to  mercy.  The  condition  of  the 
race  is  hopeless,  unless  deliverance  can  be  effected  upon  principles 
that  will  harmonize  with  goodness  and  holiness,  justice  and  mer- 
cy. Men,  fallen  and  guilty,  cannot  save  themselves,  because  in 
a  state  of  death ;  and  death  cannot  produce  life.  And  should  we 
allow  the  natural  availableness  of  repentance,  it  would  not  relieve 
them ;  since  both  the  disposition  and  power  to  repent  are  wanting. 
Nor  can  the  law  save  them.  By  the  law  is  the  knowledge  of  sin — 
not  the  knowledge  of  salvation.  Disconnected  with  atonement, 
it  knows  nothing  of  mercv.  It  makes  an  exhibition  of  its  claims, 
that  annihilates  nope  in  the  breast  of  the  guilty,  and  leaves  them 
nothing  to  expect,  but  the  full  execution  of  its  threatened  penalty. 
St.  Paul  says,  "I  was  alive  without  the  law  once :  but  when  the 
commandment  came,  sin  revived,  and  I  died."  Hence,  "  by  the 
deeds  of  the  law,  shall  no  flesh  be  justified" — a  declaration  im- 
plying the  impossibility  of  salvation  to  man,  in  a  fallen  state, 
either  by  personal  obedience  to  the  law,  or  by  sufiering  in  their 
own  persons,  the  full  extent  of  its  pencdty.    It  this  reasoning  be 
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correct,  it  follows,  there  is  no  hope  for  a  condemned  world,  only 
in  a  divine  interposition,  that  shall  provide  for  extending  pardon 
to  the  guilty,  put  how  shall  this  De  done  1  This  is  tne  great 
problem  of  Christianity.  We  answer  first :  Pardon  must  be  ex- 
tended to  the  guilty  on  mere  clemenc}r ;  or,  secondly^  a  satisfaction 
must  be  offered,  of  such  a  nature  as  will  honor  the  law,  and  secure 
the  ends  of  the  divine  administration,  while  the  sinner  is  released, 
and  Allowed,  if  he  will,  to  renew  his  allegiance  to  God. 

To  the  salvation  of  sinners  on  mere  clemency,  there  are  insuper- 
able  obstacles,  founded  in  the  essential  and  rectoral  justice  of  God. 
By  the  essential  justice  of  God,  we  mean  that  manifestation  of 
righteous  displeasure  against  sin,  cm  siicht  which  has  its  founda- 
tion in  the  holiness  of  the  divine  character.  God  is  of  "  purer 
eyes  than  to  behold  iniquity."  It  is  an  eternal  and  necessary  op- 
position to  sin,  arising  out  of  the  nature  of  holiness,  and  has  its 
outward  revelations  in  the  penal  enactments  of  the  divine  law. 
Its  retributive  voice  can  no  more  be  hushed,  in  the  presence  of  sin, 
than  holiness  can  be  abstracted  from  the  divine  nature.  Hence, 
should  God  extend  pardon  on  a  principle  that  disregards  the  claims 
of  his  essential  justice,  he  would  contravene  his  own  nature — 
resist  and  suppress  the  tendencies  of  holiness. 

Rectoral  justice,  is  that  which  awards  to  moral  beings,  accor- 
ding to  their  deeds,  under  a  specified  form  of  government.  It  has 
Its  foundation  in  the  contrariety  between  sin  and  the  best  good 
of  the  moral  world  ]  and  its  maintenance  is  necessary,  to  secure 
the  ends  of  a  holy  and  benevolent  administration.  It  is  the  mo- 
ral universe  in  arms  against  sin,  because  sin  tends  to  defeat  the 
happiness  of  the  universe.  To  extend  pardon  to  the  guilty,  re- 
gardless of  the  claims  of  rectoral  justice,  would  be  to  give  impu- 
nity to  sin,  and  thus  resist  and  suppress  the  tendencies  of  good 
government.  To  any  scheme,  therefore,  that  would  pardon  the 
guilty  without  satisfaction,  the  essential  holiness  and  justice  of 
God,  as  well  as  public  justice,  must  ever  stand  opposed.  These 
constitute  the  ground  of  necessity  for  atonement.  To  punish  all, 
to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts,  and  thxts  make  satisfaction  for 
sin,  would  be  to  destroy  th^  whole  rcu^,  since  all  are  sinners.  To 
pardon  without  satisfaction,  would  be  to  destroy  the  government. 
The  only  remaining  alternative,  is  that  which  has  been  adopted. 
Jesus  Christ  has,  by  his  personal  intervention  and  suffering  for 
sinners,  made  such  satisfaction  as  supports  the  honor  of  the  law, 
secures  the  ends  of  the  Divine  government,  and  opens  a  way  for 
the  sinnef  s  release  and  return  to  divine  favor,  to  holiness  and 
happiness.  From  these  views,  the  following  conclusions  are  una- 
voidable : 

1.  Without  the  atonement  of  Christ,  no  sinner  cotiW  ever  have 
been  saved. 

2.  Through  the  atonement  of  Christ,  all  sinners  mfjy  be  saved. 

3.  Those  who  reject  Christ  and  his  atonement  for  sinners,  must 
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perish  vfithctU  rtmedu.    Let  the 
Bions,  if  he  can. — \Timt  expired. 


perish  witkcnU  nmedy.    Let  the  gentleman  refute  these  conda* 
iTim         '    ' 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  NINTH  SPEECH.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators: — ^Yesterday  my  friend,  during  his  last 
speech,  went  back  to  the  first  question,  and  read  quite  an  extract 
from  bis  article  in  the  Methodist  Quarterly  Review,  in  explanation 
of  his  views  on  the  subject  of  the  Atonement.  If  he  wishes  to  re- 
turn to  that  topic,  I  will  offer  no  obstacle.  I  might  introduce  whole 
chapters  on  various  subjects,  from  some  of  my  published  works,  if 
I  was  lacking  in  matter,  and  wanted  to  fill  up  time.  I  think  it  best, 
however,  to  confine  myself  exclusively  to  the  question  before  us. 
But  Pam  not  much  surprised  the  Elder  should  be  anxious  to  go 
back.  He  will  pardon  me  for  expressing  the  belief  that  he  is 
quite  willing  to  leave  the  present  question,  in  any  stage  almost,  and 
return  to  improve  his  arguments  on  the  former  subject. 

Ma.  Holmes. — I  had  no  sort  of  reference  to  the  first  question — 
they  were  simply  views  which  come  in  under  this  question. 

Mr.  Austin. — The  extract  Mr.  Holmes  read,  was  in  reference 
to  the  Atonement,  and  he  remarked  that  it  was  in  explanation  of 
the  grounds  he  had  taken  on  the  first  question.  But  1  will  not  in- 
terfere with  the  course  of  my  opponent.  He  can  read  whatever  he 
chooses. 

In  reply  to  my  Argument  on  the  Will  of  God,  Elder  Holmes  has 
taken  a  ground  which  shows  that  no  dependence  can  be  placed  on 
the  Will  of  the  Most  High  !  He  says  it  is  God*s  Will  that  all  men 
should  be  saved  now  ;  but  all  are  not  saved.  Hence  he  draws  the 
conclusion  that  notwithstanding  the  Creator  has  willed  that  all  men 
shall  be  saved  hereafter,  this  is  no  evidence  they  will  experience 
salvation.  Did  sophistrv  ever  show  its  foolish  face  more  nakedly  ! 
jVIy  friend  overlooked  the  importance  of  having  his  premises  cor- 
reel;  and  hence  his  conclusions  are  necessarily  erroneous.  God 
does  not  Will  that  all  men  shall  be  saved  NOW— -i.  e.  be  brought 
in  this  life,  to  a  state  of  sinless  perfection  and  immortal  glory.  The 
Deity  has  revealed  no  such  purpose  or  will.  The  Elder's  objection 
built  on  this  assumption,  falls  prostrate  to  the  earth. 

The  principle  adopted  by  mv  opposer,  in  this  and  all  his  objec- 
tions to  my  argument  on  the  Will  of  God,  is  that  the  creature  can 
overthrow  and  destroy  the  Will  of  the  Creator.  The  unreasona- 
Meness  of  this  position  cannot  fail  of  being  self-evident  to  all 
minds.  A  finite  will  overthrow  an  Infinite  Will  /  Man  DEFEAT 
his  Maker!!  How  inconsistent!  Can  any  thought  more  thor- 
oughly violate  the  first  principles  of  reason  ?  Hear  what  Professor 
Stuart  says  in  reference  to  those  who  doubt  God's  ability  to  accoin- 
••  ^  his  Will : 
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"Of  what  avail,  then,  are  the  doubts  and  fears,  the  cold  specu- 
lations of  skeptics,  and  of  half-skeptics  in  relation  to  the  deeply 
interesting  subject  before  us  ?    None  at  all.     Men  who  doubt  and 
reason  thus,  do  in  their  own  hearts,  make  the  work  of  conversion 
a  mere  business  of  moral  suasion  by  force  of  reasoning  and  argu- 
ment.   They  overlook  the  Omnipotence  of  that  Spirit,  whose  office 
it  is  to  bow  the  stubborn  will,  and  soften  the  hearts  of  the  unbe- 
lieving.    What !  are  not  all  things  possible  with  God  ?    Can  he 
not  '*  make  the  people  willing  in  the  day  of  his  Power  ?''    Cannot 
he,  who  works  in  men  **  according  to  the  working  of  his  Mighty 
Power,  which  he  wrought  in  Christ  when  he  raised  him  from  the 
dead,"  can  he  not  make  the  deaf  to  hear,  and  the  blind  to  see  ?^ 
Can  he  not  raise  the  dead  to  life  i    Has  he  not  promised  to  do  all 
this  ?    Has  he  not  often  repeated  the  assurance  that  he  will  do  it  ? 
Has  he  not  done  it  in  numberless  instances  ?    Is  any  thing  TOO 
HARD  for  God?    Are  not  *'all  hearts  in  his  hand ;"  and  so  in  it 
that  he  can  TURN  THEM  whithersoever  he  WILL,  even  as  the 
rivers  of  waters  are  turned ?    Can  any  RESIST  God's  WILL?— 
•     •    •    ♦    To  doubt  on  this  subject,  is  to  question  his  power  and 
his  truth,  the  reality  of  the  Christian  Religion,  and  the  Omnipo- 
tence of  the  Holy  Spirit !     Believers  in  the  scriptures  are  not  per- 
mitted to  doubt!    The  thing  is  certain.    The  decree  has  TOne 
forth,  stamped  with  Heaven's  own  seal  upon  it.    Jehovah  hath 
sworn  by  himself,  that  every  knee  shall  yet  bow  to  Jesus,  and  eve- 
ry tongue  confess  that  he  is  Lord.     Away  then,  forever  away, 
with  all  doubt  and  fear  in  regard  to  this  part  of  our  subject.    The 
day  and  the  hour,  when  all  which  has  been  promised  may  be  ful- 
filled, we  may  not  know.    It  is  not  essential  that  we  should  know 
them.    But  the  promises  oi  God,  the  facts  which  he  has  declared 
shall  take  place.  ARE  CERTAIN ! !    To  doubt,  is  to  call  his  ve- 
racitu  in  question.     To  deny,  is  to  tax  him  with  having  said  that 
which  vt  not  truer — {Sermon  at  the  Ordination  of  Rev,  Wm.  G. 
SchauMer, 

Although  this  language  was  uttered  in  reference  to  the  final 
restoration  of  the  Jews,  yet  it  retains  all  its  power  and  strength, 
when  applied  to  God's  Will  and  Purpose  to  restore  all  mankind  to 
holiness  and  happiness.  Let  it  be  read  in  reference  to  St  Paul's 
declaration,  that  God  **  WILL  have  all  men  to  be  saved  and  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,"  and  how  convincingly  it  establish- 
es the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation.  Here  we  have,  on  the  onn 
side,  Professor  Moses  Stuart,  of  the  Andover  Theological  Semina- 
ry, advocating  the  Omnipotence  and  Irresistibility  of  God's  Will,  and 
the  certainty  of  the  accomplishment  of  his  purposes— and  on  the 
other  side,  Elder  David  Holmes,  with  an  astonishing  puerility,  ab- 
solutely denying  that  the  least  dependence  can  be  placed  upon  that 
Will ! ! 

If  man  can  thwart  and  destroy  God's  Will  in  regard  to  one  thing, 
ha  can  in  respect  to  another.    Hence  though  God  should  Will  and 
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Determine  to  paniflh  him  foreyer,  he  can  resist  and  OTerthrow  it, 
and  escape  all  punishment.  The  scriptures  most  emphatically 
teach  that  the  creature  has  no  power  to  withstand  the  Creator's 
Will.  Says  God—"  Is  my  hand  shortened  at  all,  that  it  CANNOT 
redeem?  Or  have  I  no  POWER  to  deliver .'"—Isa.  1.  2.  YES, 
says  my  brother  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  house,  God's  hand  IS 
shortened  by  man's  agency !  God*s  power  to  deliver  IS  contiact- 
ed  and  destroyed  by  the  power  of  the  creature  ! !  God's  band  is 
so  shortened  that  it  cannot  save  those  he  has  Willed  to  save,  and 
whom  he  sent  his  Son  to  save !  I  Not  so !  replies  the  Inraired 
Word—"  Behold,  the  Lord's  hand  IS  NOT  SHORTENED,  that  it 
cannot  save !— neither  his  ear  heavy  that  it  cannot  hear."  (Isa. 
lix.  1.)    Shall  we  believe  God,  or  the  Presiding  Elder  ? 

Jehovah's  Will  is  superior  to  man's  will,  and  brings  it  into  jy6- 
jection  at  any  time  when  he  thinks  proper.  "  God  hath  put  it  into 
their  hearts  to  FULFILL  his  WILL."— (Rev.  xvii.  17.)  ''He 
saith  to  Moses,  I  WILL  have  mercy  on  whom  I  WILL  have  mer- 
cy, and  I  WILL  have  compassion  on  whom  I  WILL  have  com- 
passion. So  then,  it  is  not  of  him  [man,]  that  wiUeth,  nor  of  him 
that  runneth,  but  of  God  that  showeth  mercy." — (Rom.  ix.  16. 16.) 
"  Of  his  own  WILL  begat  he  us,  with  the  word  of  truth,  that  we 
should  be  a  kind  of  first-fruits  of  his  creatures." — (James  i.  18.) 
"  It  is  God  which  WORKETH  in  you,  both  to  WIIX,  and  to  DO, 
of  his  good  pleasure." — (Phil.  ii.  13.)  **  A  new  heart  also,  WILL 
I  eive  you,  and  a  new  spirit  WILL  I  put  within  you ;  and  I  WILL 
take  away  the  sto%\y  heart  out  of  your  flesh,  and  I  WILL  give 
you  a  heart  of  /es/i.  And  I  WILL  put  my  Spirit  within  you,  and 
cause  you  to  walk  in  my  statutes,  and  ye  shall  k^p  my  judg- 
ments, and  do  them."— (Ezek.  xxxvi.  26.  27.)  These  passages 
show  that  man's  will  cannot  withstand  or  defeat  God's ;  and  thai 
whatever  he  Wills,  he  is  able  to  accomplish. 

How  destructive  to  all  hope  of  future  happiness  to  any  man,  is 
the  position  of  my  opponent,  that  because  God's  Will  (hat  all  shall 
be  saved  is  not  accomplished  now^  it  never  will  be !  Elder  Holmes 
is  not  saved  now — he  is  not  yet  redeemed  from  th9  dominion  of  sin^ 
and  pain,  and  sorrow,  although  it  is  the  Will  of  (jrod  that  he  shall 
be  ?  Is  this  proof  that  he  never  will  be  thus  saved,  but  will  en- 
dure these  evils  in  the  next  world  and  forever?  If  his  principle  in 
regard  to  the  inefficiency  of  God's  Will  holds  good,  in  respect  to 
the  salvation  of  all  men,  it  holds  good  in  relation  to  his  own  salvO' 
tion  I  There  was  a  time  when  9ie  Apostles  were  not  saved,  and 
had  not  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  although  it  was  (3od'« 
Will  they  should.  Was  that  any  evidence  they  never  would  be. 
To  say  because  a  thin^  which  Goa  has  Willed  is  not  done  to-day,  it 
never  will  be,  is  most  illogical  and  childish  reasoning.  Jehovah's 
purposes  and  works  are  progressive !  His  Will  is  K)rmed  in  ex- 
press reference  to  man's  progression  from  imperfection  to  psarxc- 
TioN.    Hence  it  is  not  ultimate  in  regard  to  man's  condition  in  this 
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life.  It  aims  at  ha  complete  falfinment  on\j  in  the  flnal  state  to 
mrhich  the  haroan  race  shall  at  last  arrire.  Because  all  men  are 
not  aared  this  moment,  it  is  no  eyidence  they  will  not  ultimately 
be  hronght  to  truth  and  salration,  as  God's  Will  shall  mature,  and 
arrire  at  its  designed  consummation.  And  when  the  Creator's 
IVill  shall  come  to  its  final  result,  then  all  men  will  be  in  a  condi- 
tion that  will  accord  with  its  original  and  ultimate  purpose. 

What  confidence  can  be  placed  in  Deity,  in  his  Word,  his  Prom- 
iae,  his  Oath  even,  by  any  portion  of  mankind,  if  his  Will  can  be 
fraatraled  ?  He  mar  Will,  he  may  Design,  to  do  every  thing  he 
has  promised^  but  that  Will  and  Desi^  may  be  overthrown  by 
some  subordinate  being !  If  his  Will  is  liable  to  be  defeated,  all 
^ood  and  pious  men,  may  hereafter  be  plunged  into  endless  bum^ 
irtgs;  and  the  most  impious  and  sinful  of  creatures  may  take  pos- 
session of  the  Courts  of  Heaven,  and  expelling  God,  and  Christ, 
and  Angels,  may  hold  a  grand  Bacchanalian  Revelry  throughout 
Kternity ! ! !  Of  what  avail  is  it  to  say,  that  God  Vfill  not  suffer 
tbifl  to  take  place  ?  He  may  be  overthrown  and  defeated  by  ki$ 
own  creatures.  If  they  can  withstand  and  destroy  his  Will  and 
Purpose  at  one  time,  and  for  a  single  hour,  they  may  at  another 
time,  and  forever ! ! 

If  a  human  being  can  frustrate  God's  Will  here^  he  can  frustrate 
it  hereafter,  and  through  endless  time ! !  Is  it  said  the  Deity  may 
9UI0W  his  Will  to  be  overthrown  at  one  time,  and  not  allow  it  at 
another  time  ?  This  would  be  the  CROWNING  ABSURDITY  I ! 
Common  sense  would  reply  to  such  a  suggestion ! 

The  Third  Negative  Argument  of  my  friend,  is  that  Universal- 
ism  is  confused  and  contradictory  in  its  proofs.  The  consideration 
of  this  objection  need  detain  me  but  a  few  moments.  So  far  from 
denying,  I  readily  admit,  there  are  a  variettj  of  ways  in  which  the 
truth  of  Universal  Salvation  can  be  sustained.  A  complete  class 
of  arguments  can  be  drawn  from  Nature's  works  and  laws— anoth- 
er class  can  be  obtained  from  Analogy—another  from  Reason — 
and  another  from  the  Scriptures.  The  defenders  of  the  ultimate 
and  universal  reign  of  righteousness  and  bliss,  draw  their  argu- 
ments from  either,  or  all  these  various  departments,  as  their  taste 
or  their  judgment  may  decide.  But  surely  to  a  discriminating 
mind,  the  abundance  and  variety  of  ar^ments  in  defence  of  a  sys- 
tem, cannot  be  an  evidence  of  its  falsity !  I  know  different  advo- 
cates of  Uniyersalism,  defend  the  doctnne  on  difierent  grounds. — 
But  that  one  is  compelled  to  use  arguments  which  kill  those  ad- 
vanced by  another — or  that  there  is  any  contradiction  in  the  vari- 
ous processes  by  which  its  believers  sustain  the  ultimate  salvation 
of  all  men,  I  distinctly  deny !  The  Elder  has  shown  no  such  con- 
tradiction, and  can  show  none.^  We  may  hold  different  and  oppo^ 
site  views  on  minor  points,  as  it  is  the  case  with  members  of  all  de- 
nominations.   But  on  the  great  arguments  which  support  the  doc- 


y  Google 


294 

trine  of  God's  impartial  ^race  and  the  world's  final  redemptioD. 
there  is  no  collision  and  no  confusion  in  our  midst ! ! 

To  say  that  the  process  hy  which  the  Elder  attempts  to  show 
the  contradictions  of  Universalism,  is  supremely  ridiculous,  does 
not  describe  its  entire  character — it  is  deceitful,  and  abounds  with 
wilful  misrepresentations  of  the  views  of  Unirersalisls.  Nothing 
can  he  more  easy  than  to  separate  the  links  of  any  sytftem  of  doc- 
trines, and  after  distorting  them  in  every  possible  manner,  and  put- 
ting them  together  to  suit  the  unscrupulous  dissecter,  make  them 
wear  an  appearance  of  contradiction.  But  is  this  an  honorable 
and  manly  procedure  ?  In  prosecuting  this  attempt,  he  says  if  the 
sinner  does  not  deserve  endless  perdition,  and  God  has  no  law  1o 
inflict  it,  then  he  was  never  lost,  nor  in  danger  of  being  lost,  and 
hence  cannot  be  saved  by  the  death  of  Christ.  In  this  declaration, 
to  make  a  contradiction  in  Universalism,  he  covetly  takes  for 
granted  that  to  be  lost,  is  to  be  in  a  condition  of  endless  perdition  ; 
and  to  be  saved,  is  to  be  rescued  from  such  a  state.  But  all  this 
labor  is  thrown  away,  when  it  is  known  that  to  be  lost,  or  to  be 
saved,  has  no  connection  with  endless  perdition.  When  the  scrip- 
tures speak  of  the  lost,  they  refer  to  those  who  are  lost  in  sin  and 
error — and  when  they  speak  of  salvation,  it  is  a  salvation,  not  from 
endless  perdition,  but  from  that  condition  of  sin  and  error  in  which 
the  lost  are  involved.  Hence  it  does  not  follow  that  because  Christ 
saves  sinners,  they  must  have  been  exposed  to  eternal  perdition. 

He  says  Universalists  believe  that  after  the  resurrection,  all  will 
he  saved,  because  they  will  no  longer  have  a  sinful  body ;  and  that 
men  are  saved  by  the  resurrection.  This  is  wilful  misrepresenta- 
tion. We  believe  no  such  sentiments.  The  resurrection  does  not 
save  any  man.  It  introduces  mankind  into  a  higher  state  of  being, 
and  clothes  them  with  bodies  which  shall  be  incorruptible,  power- 
ful, spiritual  and  glorious !  (See  1st  Cor.  xv.  42 — 44.)  Our  trust 
is  that  men  will  be  saved — i.  e.  rescued  from  sin,  error  and  imper- 
fection—not by  the  resurrection,  nor  because  they  will  no  longer 
have  sinful  bodies ;  but  by  the  instruction  and  purification  they 
will  receive  through  Christ  their  great  teacher,  and  because  they 
are  the  objects  of  God's  love  and  grace. 

To  help  make  out  his  meagre  and  groundless  catalogue  of  Uni- 
versalist  contradictions,  Mr.  Holmes  represents  us  as  believing  that 
God  created  man  imperfect— (he  afterwards  declared  that  Universal- 
ists  believe  that  man  was  created  imperfect  and  impure)— and  then 
insists  that  according  to  our  views,  when  aH  men  are  restored,  they 
must  be  brought  back  to  their  original  condition  of  imperfection, — 
My  opponent  borrowed  this  truly  brilliant  idea,  from  a  brother 
Methodist  clergyman  of  his,  with  whom  I  once  held  a  discussion. 
He  should  have  ^ven  that  gentleman  the  credit  of  its  paternity. — 
The  force  and  wit  of  this  position,  as  is  usual  with  tne  eflbrts  of 
these  opposers  of  God's  truth,  grow  solely  from  the  misrepresenta' 
tion  on  which  it  rests.    Elder  Holmes  must  have  known  he  was 
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chargtDg  us  with  what  we  do  not  believe.  He  is  not  so  stupid  as 
to  suppose  we  believe  mankind  were  created  impure  or  imperfect, 
Universalists  believe  men  are  created — not  impure  or  imperfect, 
but  pure  and  innocent,  yet  subject  to  imperfection,  from  their  very 
nature  as  progressive  beings  and  moral  agents.  Hence  the  restora- 
tion of  all  men  through  Christ,  which  the  Bible  so  plainly  teaches, 
is  a  restoring  of  the  race  to  the  original  condition  of  purity  and  in- 
nocence in  which  they  are  formed,  and  from  which  they  fall  by 
giving  way  to  sinful  temptations. 

Elder  Holmes  declares  that  my  views  are  greatly  confused — 
that  sometimes  I  make  punishment,  repentance — and  then  repent- 
ance, punishment;  and  that  I  have  irequently  transposed  theso 
terms.  This  is  another  sheer  misrepresentation.  I  have  made  no 
such  declarations — no  such  transpositions.  Our  hearers  are  much 
be^tter  qualified  to  judge  in  this  matter  than  my  opponent.  They 
will  at  least  judge  more  impartially  and  candidly.  My  vie^cs. 
as  all  know  who  have  understood  them,  are  perfectly  clear  on  this 
subject  Repentance  is  not  punishment.  It  follows  punishment, 
and  can  in  no  case  be  experienced  without  it.  Punishment  is  but 
one  of  the  various  means  by  which  repentance  is  induced.  The 
two  things  are  distinct,  and  I  have  so  represented  them.  That  my 
arguments  have  confused  the  Elder,  I  have  no  doubt  But  it  is 
evident  to  all,  if  not  to  himself,  that  the  confusion  is  not  in  the  ar- 
ffuments,  but  in  his  own  head!!  My  poor  friend,  in  the  inextrica- 
ble entanglements  in  which  he  is  involved,  is  like  the  drunken  man, 
who  forsooth,  imagines  all  the  rest  of  the  world  intoxicated,  and 
himself  the  only  sober  being  on  earth ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says  we  represent  that  when  the  sinner  repents,  his 
punishment  ceases.  And  he  insists  this  is  the  same  principle  as  it 
would  be  to  contend  that  when  a  man  stops  running  in  debt  to  a 
merchant,  that  act  pays  all  demands.  The  wit  of  this  representa- 
tion becomes  pointless,  when  its  inapplication  is  seen.  Punish- 
ment is  reformatory.  Repentance  follows  punishment,  and  is  not 
its  substitute.  To  punish  a  man  until  he  repents,  is  not  to  increase 
his  sin  until  he  repents,  but  the  effect  is  the  reverse.  In  receiving 
punishment,  the  sinner  is  paying  the  debt  he  owes  to  Justice. — 
Geauine,  heart-felt  repentance,  is  the  evidence  that  the  punishment 
is  received— that  the  debt  is  paid.  It  is  the  receipt  which  the  debtor 
exhibits  to  the  merchant,  showing  that  the  bill  is  cancelled  in  full. 
Elder  Holmes'  Fourth  Negative  Argument,  is  that  according  to 
Universalism,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  salvation!  "  Here  is  an  ar- 
gument of  irresistible  power ! !  The  scriptures  declare  in  positive 
terms  the  salvation  of  all  men— every  legitimate  deduction  from 
6od*s  attributes  supports  this  doctrine — reason  asserts  its  proprie- 
ty and  consistency —the  great  FACT  is  established  by  irresistible 
arguments  drawn,  from  from  every  conceivable  source.  Yet  it 
cannot  be  true,  simply  because  its  advocates  err  in  their  views  of 
the  nature  of  salvation  ! !    This  is  a  specimen  of  my  brothers  log- 
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ic !  Sappose  TTniTerealists  do  err  in  their  Dnderstandine  of  the 
process  or  the  nature  of  salvation,  pray  what  evidence  is  this,  that 
all  men  will  not  be  saved  in  whatever  is  the  true  way  ?  We  be- 
lieve salvation  is  a  process  by  which  the  Redeemer  through  the 
gospel  influences  oi  chastisement,  repentance,  and  faith,  saves 
mankind  from  sin  and  death.  This  is  all  the  salvation  of  which 
the  scriptures  speak.  I  have  already  shown  what  is  to  he  onder- 
fitood  by  saving  men  from  sin.*  If 'my  friend  is  not  satisfied  with 
this,  perhaps  he  had  better  instruct  God^s  inspired  servants,  and 
get  a  new  revelation  on  the  subject  He  says  that  according  to 
Donnegan,  the  Greek  word  translated  **  salvation,"  signifies  a  res* 
toration  to  moral  health  !  Very  well ;  there  could  be  no  better  ex- 
planation of  the  Universalist's  view  of  salvation.  We  believe  that 
the  fruit,  the  final  result  of  the  Mediatorial  reign  of  Christ,  will  be 
the  RESTORATION  of  all  mankind  to  moral  health  t  His  reference 
to  the  views  of  Ballou,  Thomas  and  Pingree,  cannot  effect  the  sub- 
ject in  the  least  degree.  Were  we  to  allow  that  they  eoii^tiscf  sal- 
vation to  this  life----(a  position,  however,  which  I  do  not  believe 
they  have  ever  taken,) — and  that  they  erred  in  this  opinion,  it 
would  in  no  possible  respect,  invalidate  the  arguments  and  the 
scripture  testimony  I  am  introducing,  in  prt>of  that  God  in  his  own 
way,  and  his  own  time,  will  at  length,  bring  all  men  to  holiness  and 
happiness ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says  there  is  no  salvation  in  Universalism,  because 
it  exerts  no  Evangelical  influence. '  If  by  Evangelical  influence, 
he  means  the  frightening  of  men  into  religion,  by  doctrines  of  de- 
mon?!  and  devils,  and  burnin|^  lakes,  and  bottomless  gulfs,  and  all 
the  clap-trap  of  modem  Revival  operations— or  the  deceiving  of 
sinners,  bv  the  flattering  falsehood,  which  has  proved  so  fatal  to 
millions,  that  God  has  provided  a  way  whereby  they  can  violate 
his  law,  and  plun^  into  wickedness,  and  yet  escape  all  punish- 
ment— or  the  leading  of  men  to  place  their  hopes  of  salvation  on 
their  belief  that  Christ  died  in  their  steady  to  placate  the  wrath  of 
their  heavenly  Father,  instead  €f  placing  them  on  the  grace  of  Ood 
— if  these,  I  repeat,  are  Evangelical  influences,  then  Universalism  is 
not  in  these  respects,  Evangelical.  But  I  insist  the  influences  our 
system  brings  to  bear  on  men's  minds  and  hearts,  are  truly  Evan- 
gelical. It  warns  them  of  the  evil  nature  of  sin — it  assures  them 
that  wickedness  is  the  great  and  only  enemy  of  man ;  and  that  God 
has  so  arranged  his  government,  that  if  they  wilfully  violate  his 
commandments,  a  just  punishnrtent  awaits  them,  from  which  they 
cannot  escape.  It  declares  to  them  the  beauty  and  excellency  of 
righteousness — the  calm  and  sweet  peace  it  sheds  abroad  in  the 
hearts  of  those  who  practice  it,  and  the  certain  reward  which  the 
righteous  Judge  of  all,  bestows  upon  them  who  obey  and  love  him ! ! 
It  calls  upon  the  world  not  to  trust  to  their  own  merits,  as  a  ^und 
of  hope  for  future  and  endless  joys.    It  exhorts  them  to  beheve  in 

*  See  page  36« 
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leans  Ghriflt-^inrsotice  the  peecepta  of  his  fp^el — aad  allow  their 
ho^%  of  tnunortal  happiness  to  rest  alone  on  the  Love  and  Mercy  of 
God — remembering  the  Apostolic  declaxation :  **  By  GRACE  are 
ye  saved,  through  faith ;  and  that  not  of  yourselves :  it  is  the  GIFT 
of  God ;  not  of  WORKS,  lest  any  man  should  boast-^MEph.  ii.  8.) 
From  these  considerations,  deeply  $ied  on  the  minds  of  men,  there 
proceeds  an  influence  which  is  in  reality  Evangelical. 

The  Elder  declares  the  Univecsalist  view  of  salvation  is  a  kind 
which  man  may  always  pursue,  but  never  overtake.  If  he  had  said 
Auch  was  the  character  of  Universalist  argumefUi,  in  reference  to 
the  e^rts  of  our  opposeis,  he  would  have  come  much  nearer  the 
truth.  He  has  affected  to  be  in  pursuit  of  these  ai|;uments,  during 
the  entire  discussion  on  this  question ;  and  yet  it  is  evident  to  the 
most  short-sighted  of  those  who  have  listened,  that  he  has  not  as 
vet  been  able  to  overtake  one  of  them  in  fact.  They  are  infinitely 
beyond  his  reach. 

He  says  he  cares  not  what  my  pecsonal  opinions  are — what 
grounds  I  lake — ^what  positions  I  advance — he  intends  to  show 
what  Univ€r$altsm  is !  I  Of  the  truth  of  the  former  part  of  this  sen- 
tence, there  cannot  be  a  shade  of  a  doubt.  It  has  been  evident  El- 
der Holmes  has  carefully  avoided  the  fundamental  principles  invol- 
ved in  the  arguments  I  have  ofiered  on  this  questK>n,  and  paid  no 
attention  to  explanations  I  have  given  of  the  sentiments  which 
Universalists  actually  entertain  on  various  topics  introduced — while 
ftll  the  time  he  has  been  industriously  engaged  in  a  very  sin^lar 
work.  He  declares  that  work  is  to  show  what  Universalism  is. — 
But  in  this  he  has  made  a  wide  departure  from  fact.  I  profess  to 
know  quite  as  well  as  my  friend,  what  Universalism  is  I  Let  me 
instruct  him  and  the  audience,  the  meaning  of  this  word,  in  a  sin- 
gle sentence.  Universalism  is  simply  the  doctrine  ttial  God  will 
ultimately  brinj^  mankind  into  a  state  of  universal  holiness  and 
kappiness.  Tw,  and  this  alone,  is  Universal  i«m.  The  way,  the 
means,  the  time,  in  which  Deity  will  accomplish  this  most  grand 
and  glorious  of  all  works,  are  topics  connected  with,  but  not  ne- 
cessarily involved  in,  this  Great  Truth.  Men  may  differ  and  even 
err,  in  regard  to  these  subordinate  questions,  and  yet  agree,  in  re- 
spect to  the  final  salvation  of  all.  Now  Univen^Jism—the  final 
holiness  and  happiness  of  all  maokind,  is  precisely  the  question 
'  before  us,  in  this  division  of  our  discuasion.  But  if  one  thing  more 
than  another,  has  characterised  the  whole  course  of  Elder  Hohnes 
on  this  question,  it  has  been  the  care  with  which  he  has  avoided 
approaching  and  grappling  this  sublime  doctrine.  I  have  said  he 
was  engaged  in  a  singular  work.  That  work  has  been  a  constant 
series  of  efforts  to  put  aside  this  one  ^eat  qneftion,  which  should 
have  exclusively  claimed  his  attention.  The  most  unobserving 
cannot  fail  to  have  seen,  that  his  whole  labor  and  ingenuity  have 
keen  devoted  to  the  covering  up  of  the  only  point  involved  in  this 
discussion,  keeping  it  ss  far  from  the  view  of  the  an4ience  as  possi- 
13* 
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ble.  To  accomplisli  tbis,  he  has  soogfat  to  bring  in  eeUateral  and 
minor  points  not  necessarily  connected  with  the  final  holiness  and 
happiness  of  all  men.  He  has  endeavored  to  tarn  the  debate  off 
from  its  legitimate  subject,  to  the  consideration  of  the  origin  of  sin 
— ^the  nature  of  moral  evil — the  natoreof  salvation — the  immortalitj 
of  the  soul — the  doctrine  of  future  punishment — any  thing  and 
ererv  thing,  rather  than  just  the  one  thing  that  should  hare  receiv- 
ed aU  his  attention,  viz :  **  Is  there  sufficient  evidence  for  belie v- 
ine  that  all  men  will  be  Tinally  holy  and  happy  ?"  There  is  a  ng- 
nincance  in  his  studied  e^rt  to  avoid  the  real  question  at  issue, 
which  cannot  be  mistaken.  It  shows  that  my  opponent  has  no 
confidence  in  his  ability  to  destroy  the  doctrine  of  the  world*s  sal- 
vation. And  I  give  the  audience  fair  warning,  that  he  will  persist 
in  this  course.  While  keeping  aloof  from  every  attempt  to  over- 
throw any  of  the  fundamental  principles  of  m^  positions,  let  his 
Negative  Arguments  be  watched,  and  it  will  easily  be  seen,  he  will 
introduce  few,  if  any,  that  will  have  the  slightest  bearing  on  the 
point  in  debate — the  ultimate  holiness  and  naj^iness  of  all  man- 
Kind. 

He  speaks  of  **  the  forked  and  hissing  tongue**  of  Universalism ; 
and  in  language  most  refined  and  chaste,  talks  of  dragging  forth 
this  doctrine,  with  the  *'  tongs  of  truth  ! !"  This  is  strange  language  ' 
for  a  professed  christian  to  use— especially  a  christian  minister, 
and  a  Presiding  Elder !  The  doctrine  of  the  repentance  and  holi- 
ness of  all  men — the  glorious  gospel  of  Christ  which  asserts  that 
every  human  being  shall  at  length  be  washed  clean  and  white  from 
every  sinful  contamination,  and  with  hearts  filled  with  love,  sur- 
round the  Throne  of  Infinite  Goodness,  to  praise  and  adore  forev- 
er the  Kine  of  kings — is  so  hateful  and  dreadful  to  this  professed 
herald  of  the  gospel,  that  he  would  touch  it  only  with  the  ^'  tongs,'* 
and  he  can  find  no  figure  to  express  its  odiousness,  except  the  loath- 
some serpent,  with  '*its  forked  and  hissing  tongue!!**  We  are 
compelled  by  this  representation,  to  conclude  that  the  doctrine  of 
endless  torture  and  ruin — the  doctrine  that  countless  numbers  of 
his  fellow- beings  will  sink  into  agonies  unspeakable  to  bewail 
their  existence  and  curse  their  Creator /orev^ — is  beautiful,  pleas- 
ant, grateful  to  him.  This  he  could  embrace  in  his  arms,  and  hug 
to  his  bosom  with  the  greatest  fondness,  and  would  probably  rep- 
resent it  under  the  figure  of  a  lamb  or  a  dove ! !  .  Oh,  Christianity  ! 
how  Uttle  of  thy  spirit  is  yet  in  the  hearts  of  those  who  make  the 
loudest  boast  of  its  possession ! ! ! 

He  speaks  of  Dr.  Pay  son,  and  wants  me  to  give  all  the  sermon 
in  whicn  the  extract  I  quoted,  is  found.  I  gave  the  exact  words  of 
Dr.  Payson,  and  quoted  the  entire  paragraph  in  which  the  senti- 
ment is  contained.  I  have  not  done  that  author  the  least  injustice ; 
neither  have  I  in  the  slightest  degree,  misrepresented  his  opinions 
— but  gave  you  in  his  own  language,  as  eloquent  as  truthful,  hia 
views  of  the  love  of  God.    If  Dr.  Payson  has  uttered  that  which 
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contradicts  his  declarations  on  the  love  of  God,  it  only  shows  the 
miserable  extremity  to  which  modern  evangelism  reduces  its  most 
able  and  eloquent  advocates.  In  moving  terms  my  friend  refers  to 
the  death  of  Dr.  Payson.  He  declares  that  his  calm  and  peaceful 
de{>arture  from  life,  was  not  owing  to  any  support  he  derived  from 
Universalism,  but  was  the  fruit  of  his  belief  in  the  Atonement.  I 
admire  the  character  and  talents  of  Dr.  Payson.  He  was  an  elo- 
quent preacher,  and  I  have  no  doubt,  a  sincere  christian.  My  op- 
ponent will  pardon  me,  however,  for  expressing  great  doubt  whe- 
ther the  peace  which  he  experienced  during  his  last  hours,  flowed 
from  his  views  on  the  Atonement.  There  is  no  question,  could 
the  truth  be  fully  known,  that  the  support  with  which  the  dying 
Payson  was  blessed,  was  the  fruit  of  nis  reliance  on  the  impartial 
roodness,  the  rich,  abounding  grace,  and  the  infinite  Mercy  of  the 
Creator — ^and  not  from  his  theory  that  Christ  had  died  to  appease 
6od*s  wrath,  and  satisfy  Justice.  If  this  suggestion  is  well  lound- 
ed,  of  which  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt,  then,  notwithstanding 
the  Elder's  denial,  it  was  Universalism — or  that  which  forms  the 
very  foundation  of  Universalism — that  gave  Dr.  Payson  all  the 
calmness  and  comfort  he  experienced  on  his  departure  from  life. 
I  submit  it  to  the  good  sense  of  the  audience  and  the  world,  that  a 
belief  in  God^s  unbought  Love,  and  boundless  Compassion,  is  a  far 
better  foundation  for  hope  and  peace,  in  the  hour  of  dissolution, 
than  a  speculative  theory  that  a  God  full  of  enmity  and  vengeance 
mgainst  his  frail  creatures,  has  been  bought  to  have  mercy  on  a  few, 
at  the  price  of  the  blood  of  his  own  Son ! !  Let  all  judge  of  the 
reasonableness  of  this  declaration.  Let  them  recall  to  recollection 
the  words  of  the  dying,  at  whose  bed-side  they  have  stood,  and 
see  if  it  does  not  perfectly  corroborate  the  position  I  have  laid 
down ! 

My  opponent  contends  that  the  views  of  God  supported  by  his 
party,  do  not  bring  the  Attributes  into  collision — that  they  repre- 
sent no  controversy  between  Justice  and  Mercy — but  all  is  brought 
into  harmony  by  their  theory  of  the  Atonement.  Some  men's 
views  of  harmony  and  moral  equilibrium,  are  truly  striking.  Here 
we  have  an  instance  in  illustration.  The  modern  system  of  Atone- 
ment teaches  that  infinite  Justice  is  willing  to  inflict  its  penalties 
on  an  innocent  substitute,  in  order  to  allow  crimincUs  to  go  free ; 
when  it  could  precisely  as  well  have  punished  the  guilty  them- 
selves, and  when  indeed,  it  would  have  oeen  much  better  for  their 
amendment  and  future  welfare,  to  have  allowed  them  to  experi- 
ence for  a  proper  season,  the  fruits  of  their  own  doings.  But  when 
Justice  has  thus  had  all  its  demands  against  the  human  race,  and 
its  penalties,  fulfilled  by  Christ,  so  far  from  allowing  Mercy  to 
come  in  and  exercise  its  office  upon  the  race  for  whom  this  full 
satisfaction  has  thus  been  rendered,  it  insists  that  unless  the  blind- 
ed creatures  brieve  this,  (and  millions  of  them  never  heard  of  it,) 
Mercy  shall  have  nothing  to  do  with  them,  but  they  themselves 
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shall  still  be  made  to  fulfil  the  demands  of  Jostice  in  dieir  own 
persons,  and  be  tormented  forerer ! !  And  this  is  called  HARMO- 
Pf  [ZING  the  Attributes  I  In  regard  to  innumerable  multitodes  of 
human  beings,  the  claims  of  Justice  doubly  fulfilled,  while  the 
claims  of  Mercy,  the  favorite  Attribute  of  the  Deity,  and  the  mosi 
beautiful  of  all  his  perfections,  are  totally  DENIED ! !  Here  m  a 
glorious  consistency,  a  splendid  specimen  of  Harmony  ! ! 

He  i^ves  us  Dr.  Clarke*s  declaration  that  he  never  had  read  any 
thing  in  favor  of  Universal  Salvation  that  possessed  the  slightesl 
weight.  Had  the  Doctor  ever  read  his  Bible  ?  Had  he  ever  read 
the  declaration  of  the  Psalmist  ?  **  All  nations  whom  thou  hast 
made,  shall  come  and  worship  before  thee,  O  Lord ;  and  shall  glo- 
rify thy  name." — (Ps.  Izxxvi.  9.)  Had  his  eves  ever  rested  on  the 
language  of  St.  Paul  f  '*  €k>d  bath  concluded  them  all  in  unbelief, 
that  he  might  have  MERCY  upon  ALL."— (Rom.  xi.  32.)  God 
**  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth." — (1  Tim.  ii.  4.)  Whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of  Dr. 
Clarke  or  Elder  Holmes,  as  to  the  necessity  of  believing  God,  wo 
who  put  some  confidence  in  his  word,  have  always  thoncht  there 
might  be  some  weight  in  the  declarations  1  have  just  read.  How 
can  any  man  throw  them  aside,  and  yet  profess  to  believe  in  the 
scriptures ! 

My  friend  complains  bitterly,  at  the  commencement  of  his  last 
speech,  that  I  have  greatly  misrepresented  Wesley's  views.  I 
throw  back  this  groundless  imputation  npon  its  author.  I  have 
not  misrepresented  the  sentiments  of  Wesley  to  the  smallest  ex- 
tent.  And  this  charge  from  the  Elder,  is  as  gross  and  wilful  a 
misrepresentation  of  me,  as  he  could  well  contnve.  All  I  claimed 
in  regard  to  Wesley,  was  that  he  took  the  ground,  that  God*s  com* 
mandments  were  equivalent  to  promises.  To  prove  this,  I  quoted 
his  lan^age,  and  quoted  it  correctly.  And  the  quotations  proved 
my  position,  beyond  controversy.  Wesley  again  and  again  reiter- 
ates the  declaration,  that  the  commandments  of  God  are  equivalent 
to  promises.  Yet  my  opponent  with  a  blind  desperation  of  the  most 
pitiable  description,  attempts  to  stave  off  the  testimony  of  his  great 
leader,  by  crying  out  that  I  misrepresent  him.  Mr.  Holmes  himself 
misrepresents  Wesley,  when  he  declares,  that  all  he  designed  in  the 
quotations  I  introduced  from  his  writings,  was  to  assert  that  when 
the  sinner  was  disposed  to  repent,  God  would  give  him  power  to  do 
so.  An  idea  that  does  not  appear  at  all,  in  the  v^tracts  I  gave  from 
Wesley. 

Mr.  Holmes  declares  I  have  misrepresented  his  views  respecting 
the  Foreknowledge  of  God.  I  beg  to  Ba}^  that  I  have  not  misrep- 
resented him — at  least  I  have  not  done  so  intentionally.  In  expla- 
nation of  his  sentimenU,  he  says  the  fact  that  God  foresees  a  thing 
will  exist,  does  not  make  it  necessary  that  it  should  exist  How 
does  this  explanation  help  him  ?  What  bearing  has  it  acaiast  my 
•  -<!:umeat,  djmwn  from  the  Foreknowledge  of  G<^  I   NotUie  «i%ht- 
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est.  Wben  a  thing  is  foreseen  of  God,  it  becbnes  both  fiecemi- 
ry  and  certain.  When  Jehovah  created  the  haman  race,  he  fore- 
saw precisely  what  fate  awaited  each  one.  To  say  he  fonned  a 
single  sonl  plainly /or^Meing  from  eternity,  that  its  career  would 
terminate  in  ceaseless  sin  and  woe,  is  to  say  that  that  doom  was 
both  nece$iary  and  certain.  This  becomes  self-evident,  when  we 
reflect  that  6od*%  foreknowledge  existed  prior  to  the  causes  which 
led  to  a  result  so  dire.  These  causes  were  at  the  control  of  Deity. 
He  could  allow  them  to  have  being,  and  produce  the  foreseen  re- 
sult, or  he  could  withhold  them,  and  prevent  the  dreadful  calami- 
ty. If,  under  these  circumstances,  he  allowed  causes  to  ^o  into 
operation  which  he  clearly  foresaw  would  terminate  in  sinking  the 
souls  of  any  of  his  creatures  into  endless  blasphemy  and  anguish, 
he  in  reality,  made  that  doom  both  nei:e^ary  and  certain  !  This  is 
nothing  less  than  naked  CALVINISM  ! !  Our  friends,  the  Metho- 
dists,  Imve  preached  much  upon  the  odious  and  horrible  features  of 
Calvinism ;  and  have  said  as  many  hard  things  against  it,  as  against 
Universalism.  Bnt  when  their  acknowledged  sentiments  respecting 
God's  Foreknowled^,  are  properly  analyzed,  it  becomes  evident 
they  have  virtually  incorporated  the  irorsf  fecdure  of  Calvinism 
into  the  very  centre  of  their  own  system  ! ! 

My  friend  yesterday  denied  that  Foreknowledge  is  an  Attribute  of 
God,  bnt  said  Knowledge  is  an  Attribute.  Pray,  what  is  Fore- 
knowledge but  Knowledge  with  God — i.  e.  knowledge  oi  things 
in  the  future  ?  Foreknowledge  is  as  much  an  Attribute,  as  wisdom 
or  goodness.  It  forms  one  of  the  fundamental,  all-essential  per- 
fections of  Jehovah.  Without  it,  he  could  not  be  God — he  could 
do  nothing  with  any  assurance  of  success — all  his  works  would  be 
liable  any  moment  to  fall  into  ruin  and  chaos !  I  do  not  wonder, 
however,  that  Mr.  Holmes  desires  to  degrade  this  ]f)erfection  from 
the  high  station  of  an  Attribute.  Its  office  in  the  Divine  Councils, 
is  such  as  to  forbid  with  irresistible  emphasis,  the  cherishing  of 
the  doctrine  that  in  a  universe  formed  by  a  "  God  of  Love,"  any 
man  can  become  an  endless  loser  hy  the  existence  his  Father  in 
heaven  voluntarily  bestowed  upon  him,  in  full  view  of  all  the  con- 
aenuences  that  would  ensue ! ! 

My  opponent  ^ves  evidence  of  his  extreme  bewilderment  and 
perplexity,  by  crjrmg  out — «•  Declamation  / — Bombast  /  f"  This  is 
the  second  time*  he  has  given  Vent  to  his  distress,  in  words  which 
all  controversialists  know  are  equivalent  to  crying  '* quarter/ — 
ouarter! r  I  pity  the  brother;  but  I  can  see  no  help  for  him  ! — 
£very  school-boy  well  knows  the  trick  of  crying  out  bombast  and 
declamation,  when  answer  is  to  be  made  to  arguments,  which  are 
Invulnerable.  It  is  simply  raising  a  cloud  of  dust,  to  flee  away 
under  its  shadow !  Tfie  audience,  I  have  confidence  to  believe, 
have  enough  of  good  sense,  to  distingui^  between  sound  argu- 


y  Google 


809  Austin's  ninth  spbsch 

ment  and  hombast.  Most  cheerfully  I  submit  to  tkem  the  deciaioii 
of  the  character  of  my  proceedings  m  this  discussion.  If  my  friend 
will  pardon  roe,  I  will  recommend  him  to  saTe  his  breath  wasted 
in  these  puerile  epithets,  the  last  resort  of  a  bewildered  aud  dis- 
comfitted  debater,  and  grapple  with  some  of  those  principles  which 
he  strires  to  put  aside  by  the  cry  of  declamation  f  Come  friend,  I 
urge  you  to  show  that  thev  are  not  sound  and  true ! ! 

Eider  Holmes  declares  that  sin  and  misery  eiist  in  this  life  con- 
sistently with  God's  Attributes — that  whatever  exists  in  agreement 
with  his  Attributes  now,  may  exist  hereafter  and  forever,  in  au ree- 
ment  with  them.  Hence  he  insists  sin  and  misery  may  exist  here- 
after and  forever ! !  In  this  position  we  have  the  sum  and  sub- 
stande  of  all  that  my  opponent,  or  any  of  his  school  in  theology, 
has  offered  or  can  offer,  against  the  great  Arguments  from  Grod's 
Attributes  in  support  of  the  Anal  holiness  and  happiness  of  the 
world.  All  that  he  has  said,  possessing  the  slightest  bearing 
against  my  positions,  has  in  one  form  or  another,  resolved  itseS 
into  this  same  objection.  It  is  THE  argument — ^tbe  ONE  argu- 
ment— of  all  that  Evangelism  can  summon,  in  the  shape  of  logic, 
against  the  gracious  purpose  of  God  to  redeem  our  race ! !  Again 
and  again  has  the  Elder  introduced  it  into  this  discussion !  Its  fee- 
bleness— its  unreasonable  deductions — its  suicidal  nature,  have  as 
often  been  exposed.  But  all  in  vain !  Driven  out  by  logic's  cut- 
ting lash,  he  returns  oft  and  again,  to  the  old  spot  as  a  covet,  and 
seems  almost  to  BEG  roe  to  allow  him  to  remain  there,  as  alas !  he 
can  go  nowhere  else !  Poor  soul ! !  To  what  straits  men  are  re- 
duced who  volunteer  in  defence  of  false  doctrines !  I  know  it  may 
appear  unneighborly,  hard-hearted — ^nay,  almost  cruel — ^that  I  do 
not  allow  my  antagonist  to  occupy  this  one  and  only  refuge — this 
hidin^'place,  in  flyine  before  truth — and  permit  him  to  remain 
their  in  peace  and  safety  ! !  Pity  would  induce  me  to  grant  his 
favor ;  but  duty  forbids !  It  seems  necessary  for  me  a^ain  to  show 
the  fallacy  of  this  mode  of  reasoning.  It  is  short'SigKtedi  because 
it  fails  to  recognize  that  great  Rule  of  Progression  which  pertains 
to  man's  nature,  and  characterizes  his  entire  career.  It  is  tllogical^ 
in  that  it  lays  down  the  proposition  that  a  state  of  things  which 
may  at  one  time  be  allowed  to  exist  by  the  Creator,  consistently 
with  all  his  Attributes,  may  exist  at  another  time  and  forever.  I 
have  repeatedl}r  shown  that  God  may  allow  various  things  to  be 
at  a  certain  period,  and  for  certain  season,  which  he  would  not 
permit  at  another  time  and  forever.  As,  for  instance,  he  allowed 
tne  Savior,  the  Apostles,  and  good  men  often  in  all  ages,  to  be 
derided  and  persecuted  by  the  wicked.  These  thin^  for  the  time* 
were  consistent  with  all  his  Attributes.  Is  it  logical  to  reason, 
that  he  will  allow  them  to  be  thus  persecuted  hereafter  and  forev- 
er?  This  reasoning  is  suicidal  f  Every  self-styled  Evangelical 
professor  and  clergyman,  experiences  much  sickness,  pain,  anxie- 
ty, trouble,  distress.    All  this  is  allowed  by  God's  Attributes  in 
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this  life.  Henct,  according  to  the  leaaoning  of  mj  brother,  this 
elase  of  persone,  may  be  compelled  to  endnre  the  same  thing  here- 
after and  forever ! !  This  kind  of  argument  is  fallacioos  in  the 
extreme.  Because  sin  and  miserjr  are  allowed  to  exist  temporarily. 
for  wise  and  good  purposes,  it  b  no  reason  in  the  mind  of  any  man 
of  ordinay  good  sense,  for  believing  they  mnst  exist  hereafter  and 
forever ! !  I  trust  my  friend,  for  his  own  reputation,  if  for  no  oth- 
er reason,  will  not  compel  me  to  go  over  this  ground  again — unless 
indeed,  he  is  anxious  to  fulfil  to  tne  letter,  the  saying  of  the  wise 
man  in  Prov.  xxvii.  22. 

In  all  the  positions  which  the  brother  opposite  has  felt  himself 
compelled  to  take  in  defence  of  his  cause,  tnere  are  none  probably 
that  will  excite  greater  surprise,  and  certainly  none  that  exposes 
more  manifestly  the  extremes  to  which  he  is  driven,  than  his  at- 
tempt to  shake  the  confidence  of  the  audience  in  the  Attributes  of 
God.  There  is  nothing  more  evident  to  reflecting  minds,  untram- 
melled by  the  shackles  of  a  partial  creed,  than  that  each  and  all 
the  Attributes  of  Jehovah,  when  allowed  their  legitimate  influence 
in  the  Divine  Councils,  stand  out  in  prominent  and  infinite  opposi- 
tion to  the  doctrine  of  endless  wretchedness,  and  yield  all  their 
support  to  the  truth  of  Universal  Salvation.  My  opponent  is 
aware  of  all  this.  He  is  fully  sensible  how  much  these  Attributes 
are  in  his  way.  Hence  he  must  weaken  their  force,  neutralize 
their  influence,  distort  their  promptings,  or  his  success  in  this  dis- 
cussion is  hopeless.  To  this  wretched  and  unholy  work  he  has 
bent  all  his  energies,  and  desecrated  all  his  talents.  But  not  suc- 
ceeding even  to  his  own  satisfaction,  in  the  monstrous  task  of  dis- 
torting and  destroying,  one  by  one,  the  Infinite  Perfections  of  the 
Most  High,  he  now  takes  a  bolder^  or  rather  a  more  desperate  stand, 
and  strikes  at  the  whole  of  them  in  a  body,  to  annihilate,  so  far  as 
the  weak  creature  is  able,  every  ray  of  light  and  every  ^rticle  of 
hope,  that  frail  man  could  obtain  from  the  nature  of  his  Creator.— 
He  coolly  and  unblushingly  asserts  that  the  Attributes  of  God  do 
not  determine  the  destinies  of  men — and  that  conclusions  drawn 
from  them,  are  not  to  be  depended  upon  I !  That  is  to  say,  it  can 
make  no  difference  in  our  reasoning  respecting  the  final  condition 
of  the  race,  whether  God  is  a  being  of  Love  or  of  Hatred — wheth- 
er he  is  Ciood  or  Malevolent,  Merciful  or  Cruel,  a  Friend  or  an 
Enemy,  a  Father  or  a  Tyrant — for  we  can  no  more  determine  what 
to  expect  from  htm  in  the  one  case,  than  the  other ! !  Allowing, 
as  it  now  appears  the  Elder  does,  only  in  name^  in  eownd^  that  Gk^ 
possesses  love,  goodness,  mercy,  and  that  he  is  the  friend  and  Fa- 
ther of  men,  it  m  impossible  to  tell  from  these  Attributes  whether 
the  fate  which  awaits  his  creatures  hereafter,  will  be  any  different 
from  what  it  would  were  he  a  hating,  malevolent,  cruel  enemy  and 
tyrant ! ! !  Now  I  unhesitatingly  pronounce  this  to  be  blank 
ATHEISM,  of  the  most  ultra  description.  It  virtuallv  annihilates 
all  the  Attributes  of  Deity ;  and  when  they  are  gone,  then  God  him- 
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■elf  »  destroyed !  If  thete  sre  tiie  sincere  opinions  of  my  oppo- 
nent, he  is.  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  practically  an  AUyntt!  tie 
has  no  God  of  which  he  possesses  the  slightest  actnai  knowledge. 

Pray,  what  is  the  ground  on  which  an  assamption  so  reckless  im 
based  ?  It  is  this :  That  6od*s  Attributes  are  infinite,  and  that 
the  mind  of  man  being  finUt,  cannot  comprehend  what  influence 
these  Attributes  may  exert  on  the  Heavenly  Father !  Is  it  posaibie 
that  this  reasoning  can  be  satisfactory  to  a  sane  mind  on  earth  I — 
It  casts  the  most  perfect  contempt  on  the  Bible,  and  makes  the  pre- 
tence that  Grod  has  revealed  himself  in  the  scriptures,  to  be  sa* 
premely  ridicuolnsl!  If  we  cannot  form  some  correct  idea  of 
what  influence  his  Attributes  will  exert  upon  Jehovah,  what  moce 
do  we  know  of  him  with  our  Bibles  in  our  hands,  than  the  hea- 
then who  have  had  no  revelation?  When  the  Apostle  says  that 
**  God  is  Love,"  how  know  we,  but  be  means  that  his  love  will  in- 
fluence him  to  hate  the  world  forever ! !  When  the  Psalmist  de- 
clares **  the  Lord  is  good  to  all,  and  his  tender  mercies  are  over  all 
his  works,"  we  know  not  but  he  would  have  us  understand  that 
the  Lord  will  with  remorseless  cruelty,  pour  out  evil  upon  every 
human  being  throughout  eternity ! !  How  can  we  determine  these 
momentous  points,  unless  we  can  place  dependence  on  the  Crea- 
tor's Attributes,  and  comprehend  the  nature  of  the  influence  they 
will  exert  upon  him  ? 

My  respected  audleace,  should  we  not  arise  sufficiently  high  in 
our  conception  of  God,  to  believe  that  he  possesses  a  degree  at 
least,  of  what  we  call  common  tenee,  and  that  some  of  that  valua- 
ble commodity  may  Se  looked  for  in  his  holy  word  ?  If  we  can 
attain  only  to  this  idea  of  Deity,  we  are  bound  to  believe  that  when 
he  declares  he  possesses  love,  goodness,  benevolence,  mercy,  pity, 
and  similar  qualities,  he  would  have  us  understand  thev  are  the 
same  in  nature ^  as  like  characteristics  in  ourselves ;  and  that  he 
expects  OS  to  judge  of  the  influence  of  these  Attributes  on  him,  by 
their  influence  on  the  hearts  of  the  wise,  the  pure,  and  upright  among 
men !  If  we  cannot  judge  in  this  manner,  by  what  criterion  can 
we  know  any  thing  about  the  Deity,  or  the  influence  of  his  Attri- 
butes? Indeed,  if  we  cannot  thns  judge,  the  Bible  is  a  nuUUtf^ 
and  may  as  well  have  been  unwritten  !  I  And  now  I  ask  the  con- 
gregation and  the  public,  what  confidence  can  be  placed  in  the 
reasoning  of  a  man,  however  plausible  it  may  appear,  who  will  so 
violate  good  sense,  logic  and  propriety,  as  in  me  instance  I  have 
just  pointed  out  ? 

The  Jf^iftfi  Negative  Argument  of  Mr.  Holmes,  is  that  Univer- 
salism  teaches  that  the  soul  is  mortal.  Not  satisfied  with  this,  he 
absolutely  charges  us  with  denying  that  man  has  any  eotdf/ — and 
insists  that  to  be  a  Universalist,  an  individual  must  be  a  Material^ 
tit  /  Moreover,  he  says  these  views  prevail  generally,  if  not  uni- 
versally, in  our  midst  Why  did  he  not  go  on,  and  insist  that  Uni- 
vexsalists  deny  the  existence  of  the  body  ?    He  m%ht  as  well  li»r# 
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done  thU,  as  to  charge  as  with  denying  the  existence  of  the  Soul ! 
This  is  the  most  groundless  and  reckless  charge  that  conid  be  utter- 
ed. I  marvel  that  any  man  who  makes  pretensions  to  fair  dealing, 
shoald  so  far  forget  his  candor  and  love  of  tmth,  as  to  otter  so 
l^ross  a  calamny  against  a  laree  body  of  Christians.  It  is  true, 
Mr.  Balfour  does  not  believe  the  soul  is  immortal  in  this  life,  but 
believes  it  will  be  made  immortal  at  the  resurrection.  There  are 
Tery  few  among  Universslists  who  sympathize  with  him  on  that 
point.  The  great  mass  of  the  denomination  do  not  receive  the 
Tiews  of  Mr.  Dalfour  on  the  soul.  Although  a  sound  theologian, 
and  one  of  the  most  pore-hearted  and  pious  christians  to  be  found 
in  any  denomination,  yet  on  this  subject  I  think  he  errs.  In  this 
Tie^r  of  the  case,  what  justice  or  candor  is  there  in  charginc  the 
whole  order  with  being  Materiaiists  !  !  But  there  have  been  both 
rreat  and  good  men  of  other  denominations,  who  coincided  with 
Mr.  Balfour  in  regard  to  this  matter.  Among  the  Greek  Fathers, 
there  were  several  who  rejected  the  doctrine  of  the  vreseni  immor- 
tality of  the  soul.  Of  this  number  may  be  named  Justyn  Martvr, 
Tatian  and  Theophilns  of  Antioch.  I  make  this  statement  in  be- 
half of  Mr.  Balfour. 

Rev.  Robert  Hall  a  most  eloquent  Baptist  clergyman  of  England, 
-was  not  a  believer  in  the  present  immortality  of  the  soul.  Why 
not  charge  all  Baptists  and  the  entire  Evangelical  sects  with  the 
same  view,  because  one  of  their  number  entertained  it?  I  could  do 
this  with  the  same  propriety  that  Mr.  Holmes  makes  his  wholesale 
charge  against  Universalists  on  this  subject !  But  what  has  this 
whole  matter  to  do  with  the  question  before  us?  Nothing! — 
Whether  the  views  of  Balfour  and  Hall  in  regard  to  the  soul,  are 
true  or  erroneous,  can  have  no  bearing  in  reguti  to  the  final  condi- 
tion of  mankind.  Why  did  the  Elder  introduce  this  Negative  Ar- 
gument ?    Simply  because  he  had  nothing  better  to  offer ! 

His  Sixth  Negative  Argument  is  that  Universalism  denies /Wur« 
punukment.  Well,  suppose  it  did  ?  Would  this  prove  that  all 
men  will  not  finally  become  holy  and  happy?  Not  at  all.  There 
have  been  thousands  who  believed  both  \n  future  punithmentj  and 
in  Universal  Salvation.  The  former  sentiment  does  not  interfere 
with  the  latter,  in  any  possible  parti^lar.  Universalism  neither 
affirms  or  denies  the  doctrine  of  future  punishment.  Some  Univer- 
salists believe  that  doctrine,  and  others  reject  it.  Murray,  Win- 
chester, and  most  of  the  early  Fathers  of  Universalism  in  Ameri- 
ca, were  believers  in  future  punishment,  and  many  of  our  most  tal- 
ented and  eminent  clergymen  of  the  present  day,  entertain  the 
same  opinion.  What  truths  then,  is  there  in  this  argument  of  the 
Elder's?  And  if  it  had  been  true^  what  relevancy  nas  it  in  this 
discussion  ?  Why  will  not  my  friend  accommodate  me  with  at 
least  one  Negative  Argument,  tnat  has  some  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion in  debate ! ! 
He  contends  that  Universalism  overthrows  the  principles  of 
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Analogy.  This  U  an  assertion  without  any  foundation.  We  re- 
cognize every  argument  that  can  legitimately  be  drawn  from  anal- 
ogy. I  believe  a  man*8  conduct  to-day  must  afiect  his  circumstan- 
ces to-morrow — that  his  proceedings  at  one  period  in  life,  must 
work  an  influence  on  his  condition  at  another  period.  Moreover, 
I  believe  the  character  he  forms  in  this  life,  wili  influence  his  con- 
dition materially  in  another  state  of  being — adding  to,  or  detract- 
ing from,  his  happiness  there,  as  be  was  here  good  or  vicious.  I 
follow  analogy  in  this  path  as  far  as  reason  demands.  But  in 
admitting  all  this,  there  is  nothing  that  militates  in  the  least  against 
the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation.  While  acknowledging  that 
man*s  doings  at  one  period,  affects  his  condition  at  another,  it  most 
not  be  overlooked  that  God  has  implanted  a  vigorous  and  mighty 
Recuperative  element  in  the  human  soul,  whereby  the  errors  or 
faults  of  one  period  of  existence,  may  be  overcome  and  remedied 
at  another  period.  Through  the  operation  of  this  power,  and  as- 
sisted by  the  iniluences  of  Cbrist*s  reign,  I  believe  every  human 
soul  will  be  enabled  in  due  time  to  retrieve  past  faults,  overcome 
past  mistakes,  surmount  past  failings,  and  at  length  arrive  at  a 
state  of  sinless  perfection  and  glory ! !  Who  will  say  that  this 
theory  is  not  supported  by  the  clearest  deductions  of  analogy  ? 
Who  will  say  that  it  is  not  sound,  logical,  desirable,  glorious  ? 
Can  my  friend  show — will  he  even  attempt  to  show  that  it  is  not 
both  reasonable  and  scriptural  ? 

Mr.  Holmes  says  men  should  cultivate  holiness  here,  that  they 
may  lay  hold  on  eternal  life  hereafter.  And  in  illustration  re- 
minds us  of  the  economical  man,  who  put?  his  money  out  at  inter- 
est until  he  lays  up  sufficient  to  purchase  him  a  farm.  If  there  ia 
any  meaning  m  this  declaration,  it  is  that  men  should  seek  to  lay 
up  worthiness  here,  until,  they  obtain  a  sufficient  amount  to  tmr- 
chase  a  claim  to  immortal  happiness  hereafter !  That  it  should  be 
our  constant  aim  to  live  in  the  practice  of  holiness,  there  can  be 
no  doubt — not  however,  to  merit  everlasting  bliss;  but  to  obtain 
the  sweet  peace,  the  calm  enjoyment,  which  holiness  immediately 
and  ever,  imparts  to  its  possessor.  But  Elder  Holmes  insists  that 
the  reward  of  present  holiness,  is  future  and  endless  happiness. 
In  proof  of  this  position,  1^  quotes  several  passages;  which,  by 
the  way,  have  no  refcrenceto  the  rewards  of  a  future  life.  "  Eter- 
nal  life*'  is  a  blessing  which  men  can  attain  and  experience  in 
this  world.  (See  John  v.  24 — xvii.  2  3.)  But  immortal  glory — • 
endless  felicity — are  solely  the  fifl  of  God's  grace,  and  not  the 
reward  of  man's  works  in  this  existence. — (See  Eph.  ii.  8.)  How 
vain  the  thought  that  an  erring,  dependent  creature,  can  bring  the 
Almighty  into  (fe6f,  sufficiently  to  receive  the  happiness  of  eternity 
as  a  Keward  ! !  Poor  mortal !  Know  you  not  tnat  when  you  be 
down  on  the  bed  of  rest  at  night,  if  the  account  of  each  day,  be- 
tween you  and  your  Creator,  were  to  be  balanced,  you  womd  be 
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liie  M^or  and  he  the  creditor  7    Let  us  see  how  the  Great  Day 
Book  would  stand : 

The  Almighty  in  account  with : 

Dr.  Cr. 

To  •erenl  prmyer*—  By  «xUtenee— 

••  ih»  pertormaace  of  c«rUua  reliftona       **  the  bestowment  ofgrvAt  and  ▼alaabl* 


capacitM* — 

**  mmkiag  exhortatioii  to  ainiMn —  **  pen«nratton  of  life  and  h««lth— 

**  Che  doing  of  soom  good  deeds — tis  :        "  light  of  S'in  aud  jraine  othemmk— 
#1  to  Ifissiomariee—oae  shilling  to        *'  productive  soil — 
poor    widow— distribating  aeTeral        **  barns  filled  with  grain — 
erangeli^al  tracta— etc.,  etc.  "  food,  raiment  and  shelter— 

**  the  light  and  peace  of  the  goepcl— 

**  the  blessings  of  ciTilixation— 

**  the  hope  of  fa  tore  and  endless  joy^ 

When  to  this  is  added  that,  which  the  best  of  men  would  in  justice 
be  compelled  to  affix — "To  having  done  many  things  I  ought  not  to 
have  done,  and  left  undone  many  things  I  ought  to  have  done^'' — how 
will  the  account  stand  1  how  will  the  Ledger  "  foot  up  ?"  Man 
ifl  the  debtor — God  h  the  creditor/  And  so  it  is  at  the  close  of 
life.  The  most  pious  of  men,  must  leave  life  indebted  to  their  Crea- 
tor ! !  How  futile  the  expectation  that  endless  happiness  can  be 
obtained  as  a  Reward  7  Vet  I  am  willing  to  acknowledge  that  in 
the  account  with  the  Almighty,  our  partialist  friends  ought  to 
have  a  long  credit  mark,  on  account  of  their  having  to  practice 
an  "  UP  HILL"  religion.  But  with  this  even  in  their  favor, 
they  will  still  be  debtors  and  not  creditors.,  of  God ! ! 

I  proceed  now  to  my  Fifteenth  Argument ; — 

OOD  THE  OWNER  OP  ALL  MEN. 
PBOPoamoM.— 1.  GOD  is  the  Owner  of  all  souls.    2.  He  will  neTer  raffer  himMlf 
to  be  robbed  of  them  hj  anf  subordinate  being  or  power. 

pROor. — 1.  God  is  the  owner  of  all  souls : — "  Behold,  the  heav- 
en and  the  heaven  of  heavens  is  the  Lord^s  thy  God,  the  earth 
also,  with  all  that  therein  is." — (Deut.  x.  14.) 

'^  The  earth  is  the  Lord's  and  the  fulness  thereof  ]  the  world 
and  they  that  dwell  therein." — (Ps.  xxiv.  1. 

*^  Behold,  all  souls  are  mine ;  as  the  soul  of  the  father,  so  also 
the  soul  of  the  son,  is  mine.''— -(Ezk.  xviii.  4.) 

2.  He  will  not  suffer  himself  to  be  robbed  oi  that  which  is  his, 
by  any  subordinate  being  or  power.  That  God  places  value  on 
the  souls  of  all  men,  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  he  claims  them 
all.  That  he  estimates  them  immensely  higk,  is  also  evident ;  for 
he  sent  his  son  to  die  for  all,  that  he  might  redeem  and  save  them. 
The  whole  race  are  equally  his  by  Creation,  by  Preservation,  and 
by  Redemption.  U  any  are  enticed,  tempted,  deluded,  into  sin  so 
far  as  to  become  its  endless  captives — if  any,  through  whatever 
cause,  wander  so  far  into  wicKednese  as  never  to  return  to  the 
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paths  of  upriffhtness  and  obedience— they  are  LOST  to  God.  He 
15  robbed  of  tfiem — robbed  of  their  obedience,  their  love,  and  their 
adoratioD.  Will  God  suffer  this?  Why  should  he  t  That  he 
might  allow  his  wilful  children,  in  the  exercise  of  their  freedom, 
to  wander  for  a  time  into  sin,  that,  tasting  its  bitterness,  theyma^r 
learn  from  experience,  to  hate  and  detest  it,  is  clearly  to  be  re- 
conciled with  his  wisdom  and  goodness.  A  parent  mi^ht  allow  a 
head-strong  child  to  have  his  way  for  a  little  space  of  time,  to  suf- 
fer the  effects  of  his  disobedience  and  cure  him  of  his  folly.  But 
that  Grod  should  allow  his  children  to  be  led  into  endless  sin,  and 
thus  be  forever  needlessly  deprived  of  their  obedience  and  love,  then 
why  should  he  allow  it  i  Ciannot  he  prevent  it  ?  Is  he  not  GOD  ? 
Does  he  not  rule  in  heaven,  and  on  earth  ?  Can  he  not  call  back 
his  wandering  children,  if  he  pleases.  If  such  a  state  as  endless 
wickedness  ever  shall  exist,  it  must  be  because  God  is  willing  that 
it  should,  or  because  he  cannot  prevent  it.  No  one  will  say  an 
infinitely  holy  and  good  Father,  is  willing  his  offspring  should 
stray  from  him  forever !     Is  not  God  able  to  prevent  it  ? 

On  a  certain  occasion  Jesus  said — ^*  How  can  one  enter  into  a 
strong  man^s  house,  and  spoil  his  goods,  except  he  first  bind  the 
strong  man  1  And  then  he  will  spoil  his  house.^' — (Matt.  xii.  29.) 
Is  not  the  world,  God's  house  ?  Is  he  not  "  the  strong  man  of 
the  house  1''  Before  any  being  or  power,  can  enter  his  house 
and  ^^  spoil  him  of  his  goods" — steal  away  his  children,  into  ever- 
lasting bondage — he  must  first  bind  the  STRONG  MAN  of  this 
great  nouse ! .'  And  who  is  able  to  do  it  ?  You  all  know  my  op- 
ponent belives  Satan  will  lead  away  innumerable  multitudes,  by 
far  the  greatest  majority  of  God's  children,  into  endless  slavery. 
But  I  denv  his  poiver  to  do  this  work.  Can  he  BIND  the  Mighty 
Jehovah  f  N^ !  Nay ! !  He  himself  is  to  be  bowid  and  deslrmfed^ 
by  the  Son  of  Uod.  Paul  declares  that  Christ  will  destroy  ^^  him 
that  had  the  power  of  death ;  that  is,  the  devil."  (Heb.  ii.  14.) 
The  Devil  is  to  be  oestboyeo — Death,  the  last  enemy,  is  to  be 
DESTROTED ! !  Who  then  is  to  bind  the  Great  God,  and  despoil 
him  of  even  one  of  his  creatures  t  There  is  no  power  in  heaven 
or  on  earth,  that  can  do  it  ?  "0  sing  unto  the  Lord  a  new  song ; 
for  he  hath  done  great  things.  His  Right  Hand  and  his  Holy 
Arm  hath  gotten  him  the  VICTORY."— (Ps.  xcviii.  1.)  God  will 
watch  over  the  everlasting  interest  of  all  souls;  he  will  correct^ 
chastise,  instruct,  and  enlighten  them — he  will  lead  them  through 
such  progressive  stages  as  seemQ^h  wise  and  proper  in  his  sight, 
and  finally  save  and  reconcile  all  beings  he  has  formed !  ^'  Every 
creature  which  is  in  heaven,  and  on  the  earth,  and  under  the  earth, 
and  such  as  are  in  the  sea,  and  all  that  are  in  them,  heard  I  say- 
ing, Blessing,  and  honor,  and  glory,  and  power,  be  unto  him  that 
sitteth  upon  the  throne,  and  unto  the  Lamb,  forever  and  ever."— ^ 
(Rev.  V.  IZ.y^lTime  expired. 
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[m.  HOLMES*  NDITH  RKPLT.] 

OentUfMfi  Moderators: — ^I  shall  be  obliged  to  ask  the  indulgence 
of  the  audience,  this  morning,  as  I  find  my  physical  strength  very 
much  exhausted ;  yet  I  hope,  by  the  divine  blessing,  to  be  able  to 
aastain  to  the  end,  the  mental  and  physical  effort  required  by  this 
occasion. 

We  have  nov  the  result  of  what  Mr.  Austin  has  been  able  to 
eoncoct  since  our  last  meeting,  and  we  shall  soon  see  what  it 
amoonts  to.  Fir$t,  as  to  the  will  of  God.  He  argues  if  God^s  will 
can  be  resisted  Aere,  it  may  be  hereafter.  But  does  he  mean  to 
take  the  ground  that  6od*s  will  is  done  in  everything  that  occurs 
in  the  world  ?  So  it  would  seem,  and  the  will  of  God  absolute 
too;  hence,  everything  transpires  by  his  direct  agency.  Why, 
then,  should  the  gentleman  complain  of  me,  for  charging  him  and 
liis  theory  with  making  God  the  author  of  sin  ?  Nothing  can  be 
more  plain  and  keitimate  than  such  a  conclusion. 

Now,  in  regard  to  the  will  of  God,  if  it  be  absolute  at  all,  it  is 
BO  now ;  if  it  bie  not  absolute  now,  it  never  will  be.  If  it  be  abso- 
lute novft  that  which  notD  exists,  is  according  to  his  absolute  will. 
If  that  which  now  exists  be  according  to  God^s  absolute  will,  it 
follows,  as  his  will  is  changeless,  it  will  never  be  less  absolute 
than  it  is  now,  and  that  which  now  exists  according  to  his  abso- 
lute will,  must  always  so  exist.  Now,  let  Mr.  Austin  take  the 
following  conclusion  from  his  premises.  Sin  and  misery  now  ex- 
ist, acconiing  to  the  absoliUe  will  of  God — hence,  as  God's  will  is 
changeless,  the^r  will  always  so  exist.  I  will  present  my  friend 
another  conclusion  from  his  premises.  Grod's  will  is  absolute, 
and  will  never  be  more  so  than  now.  But  God*s  absolute  will, 
does  not  now  produce  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men ;  hence, 
there  can  be  no  assurance  arising  out  of  tne  absolute  will  of  God, 
that  all  men  will  be  holy  and  happy  in  the  future.  Here,  again, 
his  own  argument  refutes  the  theory  it  is  brought  to  sustain.  Mr. 
Austin  may  bring  to  his  aid  all  the  sophistry  and  ineenuity  of 
which  he  is  master,  and  in  which  he  has  become  skillful  by  the 

J  practice  of  many  years,  and  he  will  not  be  able  to  extricate  himself 
rom  this  difficulty.  To  be  convinced  of  this,  we  need  but  look  at 
the  eflfort  already  made  for  this  purpose.  It  is  as  follows :  **  £lder 
Holmes  is  not  now  saved,  therefore  he  never  will  be.^  I  admit 
this  conclusion,  on  the  supposition  that  the  will  of  God  {^absolute. 
If  I  am  not  now  saved  by  the  absolute  will  of  God,  the  absolute 
will  of  God  can  give  me  no  assurance  that  I  ever  will  be.  It  would 
be  improper  for  me  to  dispute  Mr.  Austin's  declaration,  that  I  am 
not  now  saved.  I  will  only  say,  I  do  not  believe  the  will  of  God 
respecting  human  salvation  to  be  absolute ;  hence,  if  it  be  true 
that  I  am  not  now  saved,  I  take  the  blame  to  myself,  and  shall  not 
charge  it  upon  God.  But,  that  men  may  be  saved  in  this  life,  is 
abundantly  confirmed  by  the  words  of  jChrist :  **  This  is  eternal 
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life,  to  know  thee,  the  only  trae  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thorn 
hast  seat.*'  To  the  same  import  is  the  language  of  St.  John :  **  He 
that  hath  the  Son,  hath  life.*'  Indeed,  Mr.  Austin  has  said,  to  be 
removed  from  this  world,  is  like  bein^  changed  from  one  room  into 
another.  This  is  true  of  the  Christian ;  the  room  to  which  he  10 
changed  is  one  of  heavenly  felicity : — "  The  begear  died,  and  was 
carried  by  angels  to  Abraham's  bosom."  But  1  stron^y  suspect 
the  gentleman  intended  to  apply  this  remark  to  all  men,  indiscrimi- 
nately. This  would  well  agree  with  a  main  proposition  of  Uni- 
versalism,  the  substance  of  which  is,  that  maxt's future  amditwm 
is  not  affected  at  all  by  his  condttct  in  this  life.  If  he  is  holy  and 
devoted  as  St  Paul,  he  gains  nothing  after  he  has  "  shuffled  off 
this  mortal  coil,''  or  if  he  is  depraved  as  Nero,  he  loses  nothing  of 
heavenly  felicity.  The  liar,  the  thief,  the  murderer,  the  licentious* 
who  live  in  pollution,  and  die  with  the  renerial  disease,  are,  when 
they  die,  saluted  as  heirs  of  glory :  **  come  ye  blessed  of  my  father* 
inherit  the  kingdom  prepared  for  you,  from  the  foundation  of  the 
worid."  O  blessed  doctrine,  who  would  not  love  the  "  g05prf  q/T 
impartial  graced 

Again,  on  the  subject  of  Atonement,  Mr.  Austin  alledges  that  I 
teach — Justice  is  in  pursuit  of  some  victim  on  which  to  take  vea* 
geance,  and  finding  an  innocent  one,  takes  full  satisfaction  on  him, 
and  lets  the  ^ilty  go  free.  Every  candid  man,  yea,  every  candid 
Universalist  in  this  assembly,  knows  this  representation  to  be  un- 
candid  and  untrue.  I  have  set  up  no  such  doctrine  here,  nor  have  I 
said  anything  from  which  the  inference  can  be  drawn  with  the  least 
consistency.  On  whom  would  justice  have  fixed  its  grasp,  if  Christ 
had  not  interposed  ?  Is  justice  in  pursuit  of  an  innocent  victim,  when 
in  pursuit  of  the  sinner  ?  And  what  did  Christ  do  for  the  sinner  % 
Did  justice  pursue  him,  seize  and  compel  him  to  pay  the  debt  by  per- 
sonal suffering,  that  the  guilty  mi^t  go  free  ?  This,  Mr.  Austin  says, 
is  the  doctrine  of  the  orthodox,  but  nothing  can  be  more  untrue.  I 
regret  that  the  gentleman  should  so  often  place  himself  in  such  a  po* 
sition,  that  the  audience  must  be  compelled  to  doubt  either  his  intelK- 
gence  or  his  candor.  What  Christ  did  for  the  sinner,  may  be  best 
presented  in  the  language  of  Scripture  :  He  who  »•  was  rich,  for  our 
sakes  became  poor,  that  we  through  his  poverty  might  be  made  rich.** 
**  He  gave  himself  a  ransom  (redemption  price)  for  all,  to  be  testi- 
fied in  due  season."  **  He  died,  the  just  for  the  ^jy^t*  that  he 
might  bring  us  to  God."  ••  He  was  made  sin  (a  sin  oflering)/or  la, 
that  we  might  be  made  the  righteousness  of  God  in  him."  These 
passages,  with  most  singular  clearness  and  force,  refute  the  gen- 
tleman's own  sceptical  theory,  and  stamp  his  representations  of  the 
evangelical  view,  with  the  mark  of  gross pefversion.  We  see  no- 
thing here  of  justice  pursuing  Christ  to  wreak  vengeance  on  hit 
innocent  person,  but  we  see  Christ  interposing  in  behalf  of  the 
sinner — **we  see  Jesus  made  a  little  lower  than  the  angels,  for 
■Bering  of  death,  that  he,  by  the  grace  qf  Ood,  might  tasta 
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death  for  every  man.**    In  the  benevolence  of  his  heart,  he  volan- 
tsriiy  undertook  to  relieve  men  from  the  necessity  of  enduring  the 
consequences  of  their  depravity  and  rebellion,  and  thus  effect  their 
aalvmtion,  on  principles  which  would  equally  well  sustain  the  au- 
thority of  law,  and  secure  the  ends  of  a  wise  and  benevolent  ad- 
ministration.   He  redeemed  the  world,  that  **  God  might  be  ju$t, 
and  the  justifier  of  him  that  believeth  in  Jesus."    It  may  be  illus- 
trated in  this  way :    Suppose  some  distinguished  person  in  Great 
Britain,  (having  the  necessary  facilities)  should  oner  to  make  sat- 
isfaction to  the  government,  in  behalf  of  those  who  have  been 
banished  to  Botany  Bay.     His  proposals,  being  such  as  to  sustain 
the  justice  and  equity  of  the  government  at  home,  and  secure  it 
from  reproach  and  imbecility,  are  accepted,  and  liberty  is  granted 
him  to  issue  a  proclamation  of  pardon  to  all  such  as  will  accept 
the  terms.    These  are,  that  the  criminal  shall  acknowledge  the 
justice  of  the  government  in  their  condemnation,  shall  renounce 
their  criminal  deeds  and  propensities,  return  to  duty,  and  ever  after 
live  just  and  obedient  subjects.    This,  so  far  as  the  nature  of  the 
ease  will  allow,  represents  the  work  of  Christ  for  a  sinful  world. 
Bat  would  the  government,  in  this  case,  be  open  to  the  charge  of 
seizing;  an  innocent  victim,  and  glutting  vengeance  on  him,  that 
the  guilty  might  be  allowed  to  go  free  ?    So  far  from  this,  the  gov- 
ernment would    perform  an  act  of  distinguished  benevolence, 
without  detracting  from  its  own  purity  and  dignity,  while  the  in- 
dividual by  whose  agency  the  proposal  was  made,  and  the  arrange- 
nie'ht  carried  into  practical  effect,  would  be  lauded  in  the  annals  of 
the  world,  as  the  greatest  of  benefactors.    I  am  sure  the  congre- 
eation  must  see  the  propriety  of  this  illustration,  and  how  compiete- 
\y  it  vindicates  the  doctrine  of  Atonement  from  the  foul  aspersion 
aoove  referred  to.    As  for  Mr.  Austin,  he  has  more  than  once 
reminded  me  of  the  old  adage — *'  none  so  blind  as  those  who  won^t 
see." 

The  gentleman  has  introduced  Calvinism  again,  for  what  pur- 
pose I  Know  not,  unless  to  fill  up  his  time,  and  divert  attention 
from  the  question  at  issue.  If  there  be  any  of  that  class  of  Chris- 
tians denominated  Calvinists  here,  I  wish  them  to  understand  that 
my  remarks  are  made  with  reference  to  what  my  friend  calls  *•  old 
naked  Calvinism"  and  do  not  bear  upon  that  view  of  it  which  they 
may  entertain.  There  is,  I  am  happy  to  believe,  less  of  "old  na- 
ked Calvinism*^  taught  in  these  days  than  formerly.  It  was  for- 
m:>rly  taught,  that  €rod,  from  all  eternity,  had  fore-ordained  what- 
soever comes  to  pass,  (and  this  is  the  present  doctrine  of  Univer- 
eatism,  by  which  they  make  God  the  direct  and  efficient  author  of 
sin,  as  really  as  ever  the  old  school  Calvinists  did,)  and  that  he  or- 
dained the  salvation  of  a  part  of  mankind,  and  the  damnation  of 
the  rest,  without  regard  to  their  faith  or  good  works,  simply  for 
the  display  of  his  sovereignty,  and  the  praise  of  his  glorious  jus- 
tice.   This  is  *<  old  naked  Calvinism.'^    But  as  I  believe  this  dog- 
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ma  coiMtitQtef  no  ]mit  of  the  Gospel,  so  it  foroM  no  put  of  my 
creed ;  hence,  I  am  in  no  sense  bound  to  defend  it,  and  hare  no- 
thing to  do  with  it.  My  theory  embraces  the  possible  and  acmml 
salration  through  Christ,  of  all  men  who  improve  the  light  of  tbe 
dispensation  under  which  they  live.  They  are  condemned,  if  at 
all,  on  account  of  voluntary  transgression,  and  the  rejection  of 
the  means  of  recovery ;  and  if  finally  lost,  they  will  carry  with 
them  to  their  perdition,  Uie  reflection,  **  I  knew  my  duty,  but  I  did 
it  not." 

I  have  charged,  and  do  charge,  maUrialiimotk  Univosalism  as  m 
system :  not  on  every  individual  who  embraces  the  theory — there 
are  many  who  have  not  jret  been  initiated  into  the  higher  myste- 
ries of  the  order.    In  their  simplicity,  they  are  led  to  suppose  the 
system  embraces  truths,  whicn,  those  wno  have  graduated,  ha^e 
Jong  since  exploded  as  "  heathen  chaflf,"  or  ridiculed  as  *<  old  wires 
fables."    There  are,  also,  a  few  of  the  more  prudent  among  the 
teachers  of  the  system,  who,  being  aware  that  it  would  expose 
them  to  the  change  of  open  infidelity,  hesitate  at  a  frank  avowal  of 
the  legitimate  and  unavoidable  consequences  of  their   doctrine. 
Still,  Universalism  is  materialism,  and  they  know  it.    And  as  we 
have  already  seen,  this  is  not  concealed,  but  openly  proclaimed 
by  the  most  popular  writers  among  them.    The  gentleman  cant 
beg  off  here,  by  saying  it  is  not  his  sentiment.    It  is  his  sentiment, 
by  implication,  if  not  by  open  avowal.    Tt  is  an  unavoidable  con- 
clusion from  some  of  the  positions  he  takes.    Besides,  it  has  his 
sanction  in  various  ways.    At  Auburn,  where  my  friend  tesMee. 
the  shelves  of  the  Universalist  book  store  are  loaded  with  materi- 
alism, and  he  lends  his  influence  to  aid  the  circulation  of  these 
books.    Moreover,  his  Brother  Curtis,  with  his  knowledge  and 
approbation,  has  the  doctrine  of  materialism  here  on  the  table,  to 
be  sold  to  those  of  this  audience  who  are  willing  to  buy.    I  mar- 
vel greatly  at  the  gravity  and  assurance  the  gentleman  puts  on, 
under  these  circumstances,  in  standing  up  to  deny  the  materialism 
of  his  theological  system. 

But,  says  my  fnend,  Robert  Hall  was  a  materialist.  Well, 
suppose  he  was,  would  that  make  the  doctrine  other  than  degro' 
ding  and  infidel  ?  But  I  deny  the  correctness  of  this  imnutatioa 
upon  the  christian  character  of  the  distinguished  Robert  Uall. 

Mr.  Austin. — ^I  am  assured  that  Robert  Hall  did  not  believe  in 
the  present  immortality  of  the  soul.  If  that  makes  a  man  a  ma- 
terialist, then  he  was  one. 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^What  the  gentleman  means  by  the  present  im- 
mortality of  the  soul,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know,  unless  it  be  that 
the  soul,  like  the  body,  is  material,  is  dissolved  at  death,  and 
does  not  live  again  until  the  resurrection.  I  have  shown  this 
to  be  the  general  doctrine  of  Universalism,  and  this  is  what 
'■^n  by  materialism.     From  the  remark  of  my  ^end,  I  am 
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more  than  ever  convinced  that  keisa,  materialist.  But,  again  I 
deny  that  Robert  Hall  was  a  materialist.  Mr.  Austin  does  not 
give  any  proof,  except  that  he  is  assured  it  is  so.  Well,  I  am  <»- 
sured  it  is  not  so,  and  the  ground  of  my  assurance  is  the  testimony 
of  Mr.  Hall  himself.  It  is  found  in  one  of  his  published  sermons, 
on  the  future  judgment,  in  which  he  argues  for  the  spiritual,  ini' 
material  and  indissolublt  nature  of  the  soul,  as  distinguished  from 
the  material  and  dissoluble  nature  of  the  body.  Universalism  is 
materialism.  Hundreds  and  thousands  of  individual  Universal- 
ists  may  repudiate  this  conclusion,  but  in  doing  so,  they  are  in- 
consistent with  their  acknowledged  principles.  On  all  those 
whose  minds  trace  out  the  relations  subsisting  between  cause 
and  effect,  premise  and  inference,  the 'natural  and  unavoidable 
tendency  of  the  system  is  to  materialism. 

I  will  here  drop  this  point,  and  take  up  the  last  negative  argu- 
ment where  I  left  it,  when  I  last  ceased  speaking — that  Univer- 
salism denies  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution.  Mr.  Austin  says, 
'*  Universalism  does  not  deny  this  doctrine,  neither  does  it  affirm 
it."  Now,  suppose  I  admit  that  Universalism  does  not  deny  fu- 
ture retribution,  what  has  my  friend  gained  by  his  disclaimer  ? 
He  admits  Universalism  does  not  affirm  one  of  the  most  prominent 
doctrines  of  revelation.  I  have  shown,  and  shall  still  farther 
show,  that  Christ  and  his  Apostles  made  the  subject  of  future  ret- 
ribution a  marked  feature  of  their  practical  teaching — a  distin- 
guished point  of  doctrinal  truth.  And  yet,  according  to  the  gen* 
tleman's  own  admission,  Universalism  presumes  to  improve  upon  ' 
their  style  of  preaching,  and  hence,  takes  the  responsibility  of 
leaving  this  moat  important  scriptural  truth  out  of  its  affirmations. 
But,  why  not  affirm  future  retribution  ?  0,  because  this  would 
be  to  admit  future  punishment ;  and  future  punishment  once  ad- 
mitted, the  Herculean  task  remains  to  prove  that  it  will  end. 
Besides,  the  great  majority  of  those  who  listen  to  Universalist 
preaching,  wQl  not  endure  for  a  moment  the  idea  of  retribution 
in  a  future  state.  Hence,  come  what  will,  future  retribution, 
must  not  be  admitted ! ! !  But,  why  not  deny  it,  since  they  may 
not  admit  it  ?  Why  should  my  friend  be  so  careful  to  say  Uni- 
versalism does  not  deny  it  ?  In  this,  he  gives  proof,  that  he  has 
not  yet  lost  all  his  sense  of  propriety  in  these  matters.  He  knows 
it  will  not  do  for  him  to  utter  a  direct  denial  of  future  retribution 
in  the  hearing  of  this  audience,  after  the  long  list  of  plain,  posi- 
tive and  unmistakable  testimonies  that  have  been  adduced  in 
support  of  the  doctrine.  It  would  be  so  direct,  palpable  and 
barefaud  a  specimen  of  contempt  for  God^s  word,  as  must  shock 
the  moral  sense  of  this  intelligent  congregation.  Hence,  the  gen- 
tleman will  not  risk  his  cause  in  an  open  denial  of  future  retribu- 
tion here^  as  he  has  often  done  elsewhere.  And  yet  Universalism 
denies  this  plain,  scriptural  doctrine,  Mr.  Austin's  disclaimer  ♦" 
the  contrary  notwithstanding.  The  fact  that  it  is  not  acknr 
14 
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el  seed  and  affirmed,  is  itself  a  virtual  denial.  The  man  who 
does  not,  by  word  or  deed,  under  any  circumstances,  acknowl- 
e  Ue  the  existence  of  God,  is  to  all  intents  and  purposes  an  athe- 
]-»♦ ;  an  1  so,  not  to  acknowledge  the  truth  of  Christianity,  or  the 
character  of  Christ  as  Savior  of  the  world,  is  to  be  justly  charj^e- 
able  with  Deism.  On  these  principles,  the  soundness  of  which 
cannot  be  doubted,  my  friend  will  not  be  able  to  clear  himself 
an  1  his  theory,  from  the  charge  of  setting  aside  a  most  obvious 
nnl  important  portion  of  GoJ's  truth.  Moreover,  it  is  an  evi- 
dence of  great  inconsistency,  if  not  of  utter  recklessness  in  the 
gentleman,  to  stand  up  here  and  assert  that  Universalism  does 
not  deny  future  retribution,  after  I  have  shown  the  fact  from  tho 
most  distinguished  writers  of  the  order.  Bailouts  writings  are 
full  of  it,  and  the  stars  of  less  magnitude  are  not  less  plain  in  re- 
jecting the  idea,  that  this  life  does,  in  any  way, -affect  the  con- 
dition and  happiness  of  men  in  a  future  state.  Does  my  friend 
intend  to  repudiate  the  whole  galaxy  ? 

I  am  here  reminded  of  a  remark  of  the  gentleman,  concerning 
analogy,  by  which  he  aimed  to  e^-ade  the  force  of  my  analogical 
argument.  But  this  can  never  be  done,  until  facts  become  intan- 
gible. Hence,  analogical  proof  is  the  strongest  proof  possible, 
except  direct  and  positive  revelation.  It  assur,es  us  of  the  eon- 
tinueJ  existence  of  that  which  now  exists  under  the  divine  ar- 
rangement, unless  a  proof,  higher  and  more  authoritative  than 
this,  shall  demonstrate  its  termination.  On  this  ground  we  ar- 
gue, as  the  conduct  of  men  now  influences  their  future  happi- 
ness, it  will  always  be  so,  unless  God  interferes  to  prevent  it. 
If  my  friend  can  prove  he  will  do  this,  I  shall  be  bound  to  give 
up  the  argument  from  analogy ,  otherwise,  it  belongs  to  me,  and 
establishes  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution. 

1  now  invite  your  attention  to  another  catalogue  of  scripture 
proofs. 

2  Peter  i.  10-11 — "Wherefore  the  rather,  brethren,  give  diligence 
to  make  your  calling  and  election  sure ;  for  so  an  entrance  shall 
be  ministered  unto  you  abundantly,  into  the  everlasting  kingdom 
of  our  Lord  and  Savior  Jesus  Christ."  This  was  not  addressed  to 
the  Jews  of  Judea,  hence  can  have  no  reference  to  any  deliverance 
to  be  experienced  from  the  calamities  soon  to  fall  upon  Jerusa- 
lem. It  was  written  to  those  who  had  "  obtained  like  precious 
faith"  with  Peter,  and  therefore  cannot  have  referred  to  an  en- 
trance into  the  kingdom  of  Christ  on  earth.  It  follows,  this  pae- 
BZL^e  must  refer  to  the  kingdom  of  heaven  hereafter ;  therewe, 
eternal  life  is  conditional^  and  men  are  rewarded  in  another  life 
for  their  conduct  in  this.  A  Universalist  of  my  acquaintance  re- 
marked to  me,  not  long  since — prove  to  me  that  eternal  life  is  con- 
ditional, and  I  will  renounce  Universalism,  and  become  a  pray- 
ing man. 

1  Corinthians  zv.  10~"  If  in  this  lifs  only,  we  hare  hope  ia 
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Christ,  we  are  of  all  men  most  miserable.'*  To  understand  the  fall 
force  of  this  passage,  we  must  remember  the  severe  persecutions 
to  which  the  eariv  christians  were  subjected,  on  account  of  their 
faith  in  Christ.  ^They  were  driven  from  their  homes,  suffered  the 
loss  of  all  things  earthly,  dwelt  in  dens  and  caves  of  the  earth, 
and  not  unfrequently  were  put  to  death  with  the  most  cruel  tor- 
tures. A  religion  which  would  subject  them  to  such  calamities, 
without  a  motive  to  endure  them,  would  have  been  unworthy  theit 
regard.  It  is  with  direct  reference  to  this  fact,  that  the  Apostle 
says,  ^^  if  in  this  life  only,  we  have  hope  in  Christ,  we  are  of  all 
men  most  miserable."  This  is  equivalent  to  a  very  emphatic  dec- 
laration, that  the  rewards  of  Christianity,  are  mainly  to  be  looked 
for  in  another  world.  This  indeed  is  the  doctrine  of  this  whole 
chapter,  in  which  Paul  discourses  of  the  benefits  and  el  ones  of 
the  resurrection  state,  and  points  to  this,  as  the  reward  of  their 
fidelity  and  usefulness.  "Therefore,  my  beloved  brethren,  be  ve 
steadfast,  unmovable,  always  abounding  in  the  work  of  the 
Lord,  forasmuch  as  ye  know  that  your  labor  is  not  in  vain  in  the 
Lardy  According  to  Universal  ism,  he  ought  to  have  added,  nev- 
ertheless, it  is  my  duty  to  inform  you  for  your  relief,  that  if  you 
find  yourselves  in  circumstances  of  peril,  and  can  avoid  persecu- 
tions and  death,  by  denying  Christ,  and  renouncing  Christianity, 
you  need  be  under  no  apprehensions  as  to  the  results,  for  you 
will,  besides  escaping  many  evils  here,  be  just  as  happy  and  glo- 
rious in  the  resurrection  state,  in  this  case,  as  you  would,  should 
you  preserve  your  integrity,  and  "resist  unto  blood,  striving  against 
sin.'* 

Philip,  iii.  14 — "  I  press  toward  the  mark  for  the  prize  of  the 
high  calling  of  God  in  Jesus  Christ."  An  allusion  is  here  made 
to  the  Olympic  games,  in  which  the  victor  teas  crowned  with  a 
wreath  of  flowers.  By  this  he  illustrates  the  christian  race.  The 
goal  at  which  he  was  aiming,  was  a  faithful  and  successful  ter- 
mination of  his  christian  course,  at  which  time,  the  judge  would 
crown  him  victor,  with  the  prize  of  never  fading  glory. 

Rev.  ii.  10 — "  Be  thou  faithful  unto  death,  and  I  will  give 
thee  a  crown  of  life."  These  are  the  words  of  Christ  to  the 
church  at  Smyrna,  connecting  faithfulness  in  this  world  with  the 
crown  of  glory  in  the  next.  To  suit  Univerealism,  he  ought  to 
have  add^,  nevertheless,  you  shall  have  the  crown  of  life,  whether 
you  are  faithful  or  not.  But  we  cannot  pursue  this  train  of  ar- 
gument any  farther.  The  time  would  fail  me  to  si>eak  of  Moses, 
who  esteemed  the  reproaches  of  Christ  "  greater  riches  than  the 
treasures  of  Egypt,  because  he  had  respect  unto  the  recompense  of 
Vie  reward  /"  to  speak  of  Abraham,  who  looked  for  a  city  which 
hath  foundations,  whose  builder  and  maker  is  God ;"  to  speak  of 
Christ,  our  sreat  examplar,  who  "  for  the  joy  that  was  set  before 
him,  endured  the  cross,  and  despised  the  shame,'*  and  is  set  down 
at  the  right  hand  of  the  Majesty  on  high ;  or  to  speak  of  the  ^**-* 
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dreds  and  thousands  of  early  christians,  who  suhmitted  to  all  man- 
ner of  indignities — were  afflicted,  destitute,  tormented,  not  accept- 
ing: deliverance,  "that  they  might  obtain  a  better  resurrection.^^ — 
(Heb.  xi.  35.) 

Such  is  the  uniform  testimony  of  the  Bible  in  respect  to  the  in- 
fluence which  this  life  has  on  another,  in  regard  to  the  interest- 
^  inland  efficacious  doctrine  of  future  retribution.     Universalism 
'^»-*s,  that  to  admit  and  teach  this  truth,  draws  after  it,  necessarily, 
condition  of  future  punishment  j  and  as  the  revrards  of  the  right- 
"^ous  are  endless,  so,  by  fair  inference,  the  punishment  of  the  wick- 
ed will  be  endless  also.     To  avoid  these  difficulties,  the  system 
proceeds  deliberately  to  lay  its  sacrilegious  hand  on  the  word  of 
Goi,  and  tear  out,  and  cast  away  from  the  catalogue  of  christian 
doctrines,  this  revealed  truth,  which  inspiration  has  taken  so  much 
pains  to  set  forth  in  a  clear  and  convincing  light.     To  relieve  him- 
self of  his  difficulty  somewhat,  Mr.  Austin  attempts  to  raise  a 
dust  in  respect  to  human  merit — as  though  I  had  taught  that  men 
can  merit  neaven  by  their  works.     I  have  taught  no  such  doc- 
trine, and  the  gentleman  knows  it ;  he  is  not  so  ignorant  of  Metho- 
dist theology  as  his  remarks  would  seem  to  imply.     It  is  a  mere 
"  rt«f,"  to  divert  attention  from  his  own  position,  and  in  this,  he 
reminds  me  of  the  ink  fish,  mentioned  in  natural  history,  who, 
M'hen  closely  pursued  by  an  enemy,  emits  from  his  body  a  sub- 
stance which  colors  the  water,  and  enables  him  to  escape.     My 
doctrine  on  this  point  is  expressed  by  St.  Paul — "  not  of  works, 
lest  any  man  should  boast."     And  yet  God  promises  his  people 
a  reward,  not  "  of  debt,"  but  "  of  graced    That  eternal  life  which 
is  the  *•  gift  of  God,"  is  **  of  faith,  that  it  might  be  by  grace,"  and 
it  cannot  be  by  grace,  on  any  other  principles  than  those  involved 
in  faith ;  and  thus  again  Universalism  is  incompatible  with  the 
scriptures.    We  close  what  we  have  to  say  on  this  point,  in  two 
remarks. 

•■  1.  In  denying  future  retribution,  Universalism  robs  the  chris- 
tian of  all  that  encouragement  and  strength  of  motive,  derived 
from  the  prospect  of  future  and  eternal  reward.  It  teaches  that 
christians  have  nothing  to  gain  in  the  future  world,  by  a  life  of 
holiness  and  usefulness  here.  There  can  in  this  case  be  no  pos- 
sible motive  to  piety,  beyoftd  what  relates  to  the  present  time. 
Now,  as  christians  are,  in  this  life,  often  the  subjects  of  severe 
persecution  and  great  calamity,  because  of  their  religion,  it  fol- 
lows, they  are  in  this  case  "of  all  men  most  miserable."  Obliged 
to  sacrifice  their  earthly  blessings,  and  often  even  life  itself,  for 
Christ's  sake,  and  yet,  present  sacrifice  promises  no  future  gain. 
Were  this  the  correct  state  of  the  case,  christians  might  appropri- 
ately adopt  the  language  of  a  heathen  poet : 

*'  IIen,'hea,  nos  miserote  :  quam  totos  homnncio  nil  est. 

AUs !  alas  I  what  wr»tohM  we  are :  we  are  all  a  worthleaa  pack !" 

In  denyinfiT  future  retribution,  Universalism  removes  from 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ  IC 


ON  CNIVERflAL  SALVATION.  317 

the  mind  of  the  sinner,  all  that  restraining  moral  influence  derired 
from  the  danger  of  forfeiting  happiness  in  another  world.  As 
there  is  nothins^  gained  by  self-denial  and  holiness,  so  there  is 
nothing  to  be  lost  by  self-indulgence  and  viciousnees.  Herod, 
Howard,  Paine,  and  Paul,  will  enter  upon  their  eternal  state  with 
precisely  the  same  advantages ;  as  much  so  as  if  they  had  all  lived 
alike  in  this  world.  Blessed  doctrine  !  It  is  the  ereat  balance- 
wheel  of  the  moral  universe.  It  is  the  great  leveler  of  (moral) 
distinctions.  Away  with  the  old  antiquated  notion,  that  this 
world  is  in  any  sense  a  probation  for  another.  Let  us  cut  loose 
from  the  disagreeable  moral  restraints  which  orthodoxy  would 
throw  around  us,  since  it  can  be  done  without  the  least  hazard 
to  our  future  spiritual  interests.  And  as  the  heart  is  inclined  to 
love  pleasure  more  than  God,  let  us  walk  after  the  sight  of  our 
eyes,  and  the  imagination  of  our  hearts,  without  any  fear  that 
*-  for  all  these  things  God  will  bring  us  into  judgment  :^'  practice 
literally  upon  the  Epicurean  principle — "seize  the  pleasures  of  the 
present  day" — shout  and  sing, 

•*  No  Devil,  no  Hell,  no  angry  God — 
The  Oate^  and  Wa^t  to  hearen  are  broad," 

0  blessed  doctrine !  thrice  blessed  he  who  heartily  embraces  the 
••  gospel  of  impartial  grace  !  !  !  !  ! " 

In  the  farther  prosecution  of  this  discussion,  I  invite  your  at- 
tention to  another  negative  argument,  based  on  the  fact,  that  the 
scripture  passaijes  most  relied  upon  by  Universalists,  do  not  estab* 
lisk  nor  teach  their  favorite  dogma — the  unconditional,  ultimate 
holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men. 

I  have  not  attempted  to  keep  an  exact  account  of  all  the  Bible 
quotations  introduced  by  Mr.  Austin,  to  prove  his  proposition. 
But  I  have  taken  a  little  pains  to  select  from  their  own  writings, 
those  scripture  proofs  most  frequently  appealed  to,  and  on  which 
Universalists  depend  most  in  the  argument.     Particularly,  have 

1  selected  from  a  certain  pamphlet,  from  which  I  find  the  gentle- 
man opposed  to  me  has  drawn  pretty  freely — entitled,  **an  hun- 
dred arguments  in  support  of  Universalism.''  I  believe  in  calling 
things  by  their  right  names,  and  would  suggest  that  the  next  edi- 
tion be  denominated,  as  it  really  is,  *'  an  hundred  sophisms,  put 
forth  to  pervert  the  word  of  God,  and  mislead  the  minds  of  honest 
cnquifcrs  after  truth. 

1  Tim.  iv.  10 — "  For,  therefore,  we  both  labor  and  suffer  re- 
proach, because  we  trust  in  the  living  God,  who  is  the  Savior  of  all 
men.  especially  of  those  that  believe."  This  verse  affords  no  sup- 
port to  Universalism,  because,  on  the  principles  of  Universalism, 
Christ  is  in  no  sense  tJu  Savior  of  all  men  in  this  world.  And  it  can- 
not refer  to  salvation  in  a  future  state,  for  two  reasons.  1.  There 
is  no  evil  in  a  future  state,  from  which  men  need  be  saved.  2. 
Mr.  Ballou,  Mr.  Whittemore,  Mr.  Pingree,  and  others, 
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salTation  Christ  came  to  confer,  is  wholly  in  this  life:  hence,  Uni- 
versalism  itself  hein^  judge,  this  passage  can  have  no  application 
io  the  subject  of  Universal  salvation.  Besides,  the  text  and  con- 
text not  only  admit,  but  require  a  different  construction ;  that  con- 
struction is,  that  God  is  now  the  Savior  of  all  men,  inasmuch  as 
he  has  provided  for,  and  now  offers  salvation  to  all  men^  freely,  by 
his  woni  and  Spirit,  and  those  who  accept  it  by  faith,  are  specially 
saved. 

1  Tim.  ii.  4 — "  Who  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved,  and  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth."  This  passage  has  been  pretty 
thoroughly  discussed  already,  and  the  idea  of  absoluteness,  which 
Mr.  Austin  has  attached  to  the  will  of  God,  has  been  abun- 
daAtly  refuted.  It  is  only  necessary  to  add  here,  1.  To  sup- 
pose this  Terse  expresses  an  absolute  and  unconditional  purpose, 
contradicts  the  signification  of  the  word.  With  all  his  knowl- 
edge of  Greek,  my  friend  has  not  been  able  to  show  that  '''-thdei^ 
means  anything  more  than  an  entire  willingness,  accompanied 
with  a  benevolent  desire  and  determination  to  employ  such  mea- 
sures as  are  consistent  with  his  attributes  and  government,  to  ef- 
fect the  salvation  of  all  men.  2.  The  Universalist  view  of  this 
passage  is  refuted  by  actual  facts.  Men  are  not  all  saved,  nei- 
ther do  they  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  3.  To  under- 
stand ^^  iheln  "  in  an  absolute  sense,  would  violate  the  ^*  vsus  lo^ 
quendi^'*^  or  the  sense  in  which  the  term  is  usually  employed  in  the 
scriptures.  I  have,  in  a  former  speech,  illustrated  this  point  by 
examples. 

Titus  ii.  11 — "  For  the  grace  of  God  which  bringeth  salvation, 
hath  appeared  to  all  men" — or,  as  it  may  be  read — "  which  bring- 
eth salvation  to  all  men,  hath  appeared."  The  audience  may 
easily  see  a  vast  difference  between  saving  all  men,  and  bring-' 
ing  salvation  to  all  men.  The  grace  of  Uod  does  not  save  all 
men  in  this  world,  even  in  the  u  niversalist  sense ;  and  in  the 
next  world,  there  is  nothing  to  be  saved  from :  hence.  Universal- 
ism  being  judge,  men  will  not  need  grace.  The  passage  must, 
therefore,  have  some  other  signification.  Its  plain  meaning  is, 
that  Grod  has  graciously  provided  salvation  for  all  men,  and  pre- 
sents it  to  them,  on  condition  that  they  live  godly  in  Christ  Je- 
sus— "soberly,  righteously,  and  godly,  in  this  present  world." 

1  John  iv.  14 — "And  we  have  seen,  and  do  testify,  that  the  Fa- 
ther sent  his  Son  to  be  the  Savior  of  the  world."  This  1  believe 
as  fully  and  heartily  as  possible,  though  it  is  far  from  teaching 
Universalism.  Chnst  came  to  be  the  Savior  of  the  world,  on  terms 
snecified  in  his  gospel.  "  He  that  belie veth  shall  be  saved,  but  he 
tnat  believeth  not,  shall  be  damned ;"  or,  as  the  verse  next  fol- 
lowing the  one  under  consideration,  has  it,  "  Whosoever  shall 
confess  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  God  dwelleth  in  him,  and  he  in 
God."  Does  Mr.  Austin  take  the  portion  that  men  will  be  saved, 
^cr  they  confess  him  or  not  1 
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Oen.  xxii.  15-18 — "In  thee,  and  in  thy  seed,  shall  all  the  nations 
of  th3  earth  be  blessci."    This  promise,  which  is  repeated  in  sub- 
6ta.nce  in  several  places,  relates  to  the  unconditional  benefits  flow- 
ing from  Christ  to  the  families  of  the  earth,  and  not  to  the  etern.il 
salvation  of  men  in  a  future  state.     And  we  contend  that  it  iias 
been,  and  is  now  fuUilied.     Not  a  nation  or  family  ever  exi.<:^^  I, 
but  has  bean  the  subject  of  blessings,  throu.i^h  Christ,  the  sejJ  c >t 
Abraham.     They  enjoy  the  common  benefits  of  redemption,  uiii 
piskccd  in  a  state  of  initial  salvation,  and  have  the  means  of  secur- 
ing eternal  life.     AH  the  nations  of  the  earth  arc  so  far  bonc- 
Utei  byXlirist,  that  all  who  die  in  infancy,  are  unconditjonui]/ 
BSLved  through  the  atonement,  and  all  who  grow  up  to  be  personril 
Binners  against  God,  have  the  offer  of  salvation,  on  conJitior.  of 
repentance,  and  have  power  given  them  to  repent  and  save  their 
souls.     But  if  we  admit  these  promises  refer  to  the  personal  ha!- 
vation  of  men  in  a  future  state,  still  it  does  not  follow  that  they 
are  absolute  and  unconditional,  but  the  contrary.     The  covenant 
maie  with  Abraham  was  conditional.     The  condition  was/a/r'i. 
*'  Abraham  believed  God,  and  it  was  accounted  to  him  for  right- 
eoasness.'*     "  So  then,  they  that  be  oi faiths  are  blessed  with  faith- 
ful Abraham.' — Gal.  iii.  o. 

Moreover,  the  argument  of  Universalism  from  this  passage,  is, 
logically  and  theologically^  false. 

First — logically  false,  in  making  the  conclusion  broader  than 
ths  premises.  Let  us  state  it  sylogistically.  1.  What  God  ab- 
solutely promises,  he  will  perform.  2.  He  has  promised  abso- 
lutely, to  bless  all  nations  of  the  earthy  in  the  seed  of  Abraham. 
3.  Tiicrefore  he  will  absolutely  and  unconditionally sivc  all  nation<, 
FAMILIES,  and  inlividuals  of  the  human  family,  in  the  kingdom  of 
heioen.  Thus,  the  conclusion  being  broader  than  the 'premises, 
the  argument  is  logically  false. 

Secondly — the  argument  is  theologically  false,  in  assuming  tliat 
the  promise  to  Abraham  cannot  be  fulfilled,  without  the  absolute 
and  unconditional  salvation  of  all  men  in  heaven.  Here  is  theologi- 
cal sophistry.  The  spiritual  blessings  embraced  in  this  promise,  ai  »5 
no  more  absolute,  than  were  the  temporal  blessings  promised,  by 
the  possession  of  the  literal  Canaan.  Thousand:*,  to  whom  the 
promise  of  Canaan  was  made,  failed  of  entering  that  land,  throu  jii 
unbelief.  And  St.  Paul,  writing  to  the  Hebrews  respecting  the 
heavenly  Canaan,  cautions  against  the  danger  of  **  falling,  after 
the  same  example  of  unbelief."  I  take  the  ground  that  the  prom- 
ise of  God  to  Abraham  has  been  fulfilled,  and  is  fulfilled.  Christ 
has  come — all  men,  through  his  redemption,  have  a  personal  ex- 
istence— the  influence  of  the  Spirit,  by  which  Christ  is  the  *'  true 
light,  that  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world  *' — ^^aud 
the  promise  of  eternal  salvation,  on  the  improvement  of  the  light 
of  th3  dispensation  under  which  they  live.  Hence,  St 
*'  in  every  nation,  he  that  fcareth  God  and  worketh  ngf 
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is  accepted  with  him."  All  such  will  be  saved,  whether  they  live 
in  heathen  lands,  where  the  gospel  has  never  been  proclaimed,  or 
in  christian  countries,  under  the  full  blaze  of  gospel  light.  It  is 
in  this  way,  that  all  nations  of  the  earth  are  blessed  in  the  seed 
of  Abraham.  To  take  other  ground,  is  an  assumption  wholly 
unsupported  by  evidence.  Rom.  v.  12th,  and  foljowing  verses ; 
*•  Wherefore,  as  by  one  man  sin  entered  into  the  world,  and  death 
by  sin,  and  so  death  passed  upon  all  men,  for  that  all  have  sin- 
ned," &c.  The  foregoing  and  its  connection,  are  sometimes  ad- 
duced in  proof  of  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men. 
But  what  shall  we  think  of  the  fairness  and  honesty  displayed  in 
taking  proofs  from  a  chapter  which  is  contradicted  by  the  whole 
system  of  Universalism  T  My  friend,  Mr.  Austin,  does  not  be- 
lieve the  plain,  positive  assertions  of  this  chapter.  He  does  not 
believe  that  sin  entered  into  the  world  "  by  one  man^^'*  or  that  the 
sin  of  Adam  has  any  influence  upon  the  character  or  conduct  of 
other  men.  Nor  does  he  believe  tnat  death  came  by  sin.  His  doc- 
trine is,  that  men  would  have  died,  if  they  had  not  sinned  ;  thus 
directly  contradicting  the  Apostle,  who  says,  death  reigned  "  by 
one  man's  offence."  Nor  is  it  embraced  in  Universalism,  or  be- 
lieved by  Mr.  Austin,  that  men  are  made  righteous  "  by  the  obe- 
dience of  Christ."  None  of  these  things  are  believed  by  Univer- 
salists,  and  yet  they  quote  this  chapter  to  prove  their  doctrine. 

But  allowing  them  to  believe  the  whole  of  this  chapter,  what 
does  it  prove  for  them  ?  The  salvation  accruine  to  men  through 
Christ,  as  set  forth  in  this  chapter,  is  clearly  conditional.  The  in- 
spired Apostle  commences  the  chapter  by  saving,  we  are  "justi- 
fied byfaith,^^  and  have  **  peace  with  God  through  our  Lord  Je- 
sus Christ;"  that  we  have  "access ^y/aiYA  into  this  grace,  wherein 
we  stand  and  rejoice  in  hope  of  the  glory  of  God  :"  and  concludes 
by  saying,  that  "as  sin  hath  reigned  unto  death,  even  so  might 
grace  reign  through  righteousness^  unto  eternal  life,  by  Jesus  Christ 
our  Lord.^^ 

Isaiah  liii.  11 — "He  shall  see  of  the  travail  of  his  soul  and 
shall  be  satisfied."  Universalism  also  rejects  the  unequivocal 
statements  of  this  chapter.  Mr.  Austin  does  not  believe  that 
Christ  was  "  wounded  for  our  transgressions" — "  bruised  for  our 
iniquities" — "that  the  Lord  laid  on  him  the  iniquity  of  us  all," 
or  that  "  by  his  stripes  we  are  healed."  In  all  these  respects,  he 
flatly  denies  what  tne  Bible  aflirms.  The  plain  meaning  of  the 
verse  referred  to,  is,  that  the  atonement  made  by  Christ  should  be 
a  sufficient  propitiation  in  behalf  of  such  as  repent  and  turn  to 
God. — [Time  expired, 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  TENTH  SPEECH.}' 

I  Respected  Moderators : — I  really  entertain  great  sympathy  for 

I        my  brother  on  the  opposite  side,  on  account  ofhis  bodily  exhaus- 
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tioa.  r  caB  do  so  tl^  more  readily  from  my  own  weanad  condi* 
tion.  I  hope  he  will  have  strength  givea  him  to  cany  him  throagh 
the  arduotta  labors  of  this  discuseioa*  ae  I  pray  that  the  same  bles^ 
aing  may  be  jgiven  to  myself. 

&^e  taking  up  another  argument>  I  will  advert  briefly,  to  the 
amggestioQ  of  my  friend  oa  the  ps^asage  last  quoted  in  reference  to 
Christ.  ''  He  shall  see  oTthe^trav^  of  his  soul,  and  shall  be  eatis- 
fied.''— H(Isa.liii.  11)  ElihscIIoHBes  deelares  that  Universalists  do 
not  believe  this  passage,  nor  the  chapter  in  which  it  is  found — . 
that  we  do.  not  believe  the  assertion  that  on  Christy  waa  laid  **  the 
iniquities  of  uaall.''  I  deny  this  allegation.  We  believe  both, 
the  passage  and  the  chapter  containing  it.  We  give  the  prophe- 
cies which  it  utters  in  regard  to  the  character  and  office  of  Christ, 
suph  construction  aa  the  laws  of  langua^^e  and  the  dictates  of 
aowad  ree^n  requirei.  It  is  said  our  iniquUies  are  laid  upoa  him. 
But  are  we  to  understand  this  liUr<dly  ?  U  so,  then  we  must  un- 
derstand literally  the  declaration  of  St.  Matthew,  that  Christ  took 
tt^n  himself  ^*  our  tn/fmUlcs,  and  bare  our  sitkneam:'* — (Matt, 
viii.  17.)  If  my  friend  insists  that  Jesus  literally  took  our  int^uu 
ties  on  him,  then  he  must  acknowledge  that  Cfhiist  became  de- 
praved, sinful,  guilty.  How  can  one  take  sin  upon  himself,  withp 
out  becoming  gviltjf?  But  if  he  acknowleges  the  declaration. 
**  our  iniquities  were  laid  upon  himt^'  should  be  understood  figW' 
Totivelyi  as  when  it  is  said  he  bore  our  ir\fiTmiUn  and  $iekn£S8e$f 
then  we  perfectly  agree«  Universalista  fully  believe  the  assertion 
of  the  prophet,  that  Christ  '<  shall  see  of  the  travail  of  his  soul, 
and  shall  be  satisfied.'^  He  came  to  save  all  men.  Nothing  can 
Motirfjf  the  Redeemer,  but  the  perfect  accomplishment  of  this  great 
work.  It  is  the  Eider  and  his  partialist  coadjutors,  who  deny  the 
truth  of  the  decbiration  under  consideration.  They  declare  that 
the  purpose  for  which  Jesus  commenced  his  reign,  will  not  be 
completed — that  he  will  be  drfetUed  in  his  mission^  and  be  com- 
pelled to  take  up  with  the  salvation  of  a  part^  when  he  came  ex-< 
pressly  to  save  ih*  whok  /  In  this  view  of  the  case,  it  is  impos* 
eible  that  Christ  can  be  SATisriaD  with  his  work :  and  thus  my 
friend^s  theory  practically  etistsmfe  Jaiitkood  on  the  deeiacation 
of  the  prophet. 

The  «even(A  Negative  Argument  which  Mr.  Holmes  introduces, 
is  that  the  scripture  passives  moat  relied  upon  by  Universaiists, 
do  not  establish  the  unconditional  and  ultimate  holineaaand  hap^ 
piness  of  all  men.  This  term  ^'  untandUwnaf^  salvation,  is  one 
that  my  friend  has  frequentlv  used  in  reference  to  Universalism. 
And  he  also  speaks  of  *''  iMb$oM^^  salvation.  As  it  is  evident  that 
in  his  straitened  circumstances,  he  is  atitving  to  make  a  little  capi- 
tal out  of  an  oft-repeated  use  of  these  words,  I  must  be  allowed 
to  nc^ce  thcM  a  moment.  He  would  convey  the  impression  that 
Universalialiihelievein  an  arbitrary  salvation,  disconnected  from 
may  crotMraniEar  temu.  on  the  put  of.  the  creatun.  In  .thi%  ha 
14* 
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either  ignorantly  or  vnlfuily  MiSRSPREScim  our  views.  We  be- 
lieve in  no  salvation  that  is  not  wrought  out  through  a  compli* 
ance  with  all  gospel  conditions  and  terms.  We  believe  all  men 
will  be  saved,  Decause  all  will  comply  with  the  conditions  of  sal- 
yation,  viz  :  repentance  of  sin,  and  faith  in  Jesus  Christ  as  the 
Son  of  God,  and  the  Savior  of  the  world.  To  bring  mankind  to 
a  compliance  with  these  conditions,  was  the  very  work  commit- 
ted to  Christ  by  his  Father.  And  having  all  faith  in  his  ability 
Xo  finish  the  work  he  came  to  perform,  we  believe  that  every  hu- 
man soul  will,  either  in  the  present  world  or  in  the  future,  be  ul- 
timately brought  into  the  gospel  kin^om  through  repentance  and 
faith.  Hence  all  the  Elder  has  said  m  regard  to  ^^  unconditioncW^ 
salvation,  has  been  a  wasting  of  time  and  breath.  As  to  **  abso- 
lute" salvation — ^i.  e.  complete  salvation,  I  know  of  no  other.  Per- 
haps my  friend  believes  in  a  man's  being  half  saved,  and  the  other 
half  not  saved !  But  we  have  an  idea  that  a  creature  is  not  saved 
at  all,  until  he  is  completely  saved ! 

In  this  Negative  Argument  he  proceeds  to  notice  several  pas- 
sages of  scripture  which  Universalists  introduce  in  support  of 
the  doctrine  of  the  world's  salvation.  My  friend's  criticisms  on 
these  passages  might  have  been  more  to  the  point,  had  he  waited 
until  1  introduced  them  in  the  regular  train  of  my  Arguments. 
But  being  exceedingly  hard  pressed  for  matter,  he  undoubtedly 
was  compelled  to  anticipate  my  scripture  evidences  under  the  de- 
lusion that  it  might  be  to  his  advantage  to  forestal  the  minds  of 
the  audience  in  respect  to  their  meanuie.  I  have  no  doubt  he 
believed  it  would  be  easier  to  notice  tnese  passages  before  I 
introduced  them,  than  aftenoards.  In  falling  into  this  mistake, 
however,  he  but  proves  the  wisdom  of  Solomon's  declaration — 
'*  He  that  answereth  a  matter  before  he  heareth  it,  it  is  folly  and 
shame  unto  him."---(Prov.  xviii.  13.)  The  passages  he  has  no- 
ticed, will  in  due  time,  be  introduced  in  their  appropriate  places. 
And  the  plain  and  evident  meaning  which  they  carry,  will  show 
the  folly  of  his  attempts  to  destroy  their  force,  and  fritter  them 
away  into  nothingness.  In  the  mean  time,  I  cannot  refrain  from 
calling  upon  the  audience  to  notice  the  d£sign  of  his  labors  in 
this  department.  For  what  were  all  his  glosses,  and  criticisms, 
and  sophisms  introduced  ?  To  speak  plainly,  they  were  design- 
ed to  take  away  God's  words  from  his  own  mouth,  and  place 
those  oi  Elder  Holmes  in  their  stead — they  were  designed  to  con* 
tradict  and  deny^  the  most  clear  and  emphatic  declarations  Jeho- 
vah has  ever  vouchsafed  to  make  to  man.  When  Grod  promises 
he  will  bless  ALL  the  nations,  kindreds  and  families  of  tne  earth, 
in  Christ  the  seed  of  Abraham,  my  friend  would  have  you  be- 
lieve God  means  he  will  in  reality  bless  but  a  pabt  !  When  the 
Apostles  insist  that  the  Father  sent  Uie  Son  to  be  the  Savior  of 
the  world,  he  would  have  you  suppose  they  only  meant  a  part  of 
the  world.    When  St.  Paul  dedaree  positively,  that  God  will  have 
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all  men  to  be  sared,  the  Elder  would  fain  make  you  beliere  he 
meaut,  but  a  paet  of  all  men  !  To  the  same  end  are  his  labors 
on  other  and  like  passages. 

Mr.  Holmes  mentions  a  little  tract  entitled  ^'One  Hundred  Ar- 
guments in  favor  of  Universalism/'  by  Rev.  Thos.  Whittemore, 
Boston.  He  declares  that  I  have  chiefly  taken  my  proofs  from 
this  pamphlet.  I  beg  the  gentieman^s  pardon,  in  denying  the  al- 
legation. My  arguments  were  drawn  legitimately  and  directly 
from  the  scriptures — ^as  the  audience  and  ihe  world  will  plainly 
Bee,  if  my  opponent  does  not.  But  the  Elder's  indignation  is 
greatly  stirred  up  by  this  little  tract.  He  becomes  so  exaspera- 
ted against  it,  as  to  fall  to  calling  it  hard  names/  He  insists  that 
instead  of  One  Hundred  Arguments^  it  should  be  denominated  One 
Hundred  Sophisms//  Our  hearers  willbe  not  a  little  surprised  at 
this  fulmination,  when  they  understand  the  character  of  this  tract. 
What  is  it  that  so  deeply  wounds  my  friend  1  It  is  a  collection 
of  One  Hundred  passages  of  scripture  /  /  /  And  these  the  Presi- 
ding Elder  stigmatizes  with  the  name  of  One  Hundred  Sophisms/  / 
This  charge  of  sophistry  against  the  word  of  the  Most  High, 
would  be  rather  serious,  were  it  not  that  it  was  probably  uttered 
in  a  fit  of  desperation^  that  deprived  him  for  the  moment  of  self- 
control  !  My  friend  is  not  alone  in  the  trouble  this  ^^  Hundred 
Arguments^'  has  given  him.  For  the  last  ten  or  fifteen  years,  that 
small  book,  has  been  a  source  of  unceasing  torture  to  the  great 
body  of  partialist  clergy  in  our  country.  That  One  Hundred  pas- 
sages of  scripture,  all  clearly  teaching  the  salvation  of  the  entire 
race  of  man,  should  be  brought  together  in  a  body,  and  circula- 
ted among  the  people,  dispelling  the  shades  of  darkness,  and  set- 
ting forth  the  true  scripture  doctrine  on  this  subiect,  has  been 
*»  gall  and  wormwood  "  to  our  liroitarian  friends.  But  their  oppo- 
sition to  its  circulation  has  been  in  vain.  The  people  wUl  read 
it — and  what  is  better,  they  will  hdieve  it,  despite  all  outcries  of 
iophistry  /  It  has  thrown  more  light  on  the  public  mind  upon  the 
teachings  of  the  scriptures  respecting  God's  purposes  and  the  e.x- 
tent  of  salvation,  than  all  the  preaching  oi  the  "  Evangelica  T* 
ministry  since  the  days  of  the  Reformation. 

In  his  seventh  Negative  Argument,  the  gentlen^en  says,  in  refer- 
ence to  1  Tim.  ii.  4,  that  with  all  my  Greek  I  have  not  shown 
that  **  thelei^^  [Will,]  means  any  thing  more  than  God*s  willing' 
ness  that  men  should  be  saved.  I  hardly  know  what  name  to  give 
this  declaration.  Is  my  opponent  unfortunately  forgetful^  or  is 
he  disposed  wilfully  to  misrepresent  facts,  and  determined  to  make 
up  in  naked  assertions  wholly  unfounded,  what  he  lacks  in  sound 
argument'^  Be  this  as  it  may,  to  satisfy  the  audience  of  the 
reckless  nature  of  this  assertion,  I  beg  them  to  recall  my  argu- 
ment on  the  Will  of  God.  In  that  argument  I  showed  by  lull 
scripture  illttstrations,  that  ^^thelei,^^  is. never  applied  to  God  in  the 
Bible,  except  to  represent  his  Will  of  Purpose  vjid  Determination.'* 
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I  proceed  now  to  my  Sixteenth  Argument.    It  U  drawn  from 

THE  DESIRES  AND  PRATERS  OF  THE  RIGHTEOUS. 

Pbofosition. — 1.  The  riffateons  pray  for  all  men— that  all  may  become  holy  and 
happy.  This  is  the  aincere  desire  of  their  souls.  2.  The  prayers  and  desires  of  tha 
righteous  shall  be  granted. 

PROor. — 1.  The  Righteous  pray  for  all  men.  This  proposition 
I  presume  will  not  be  controverted.  When  a  righteous  man,  a 
christian,  prays,  he  does  not  beseech  God  to  send  any  of  his  crea- 
tures to  dwell  in  sin  and  woe  forever.  It  is  possible  for  a  man  to 
utter  such  a  prayer  :  but  he  could  not  be  a  righteous  man.  He 
would  be  a  hardened,  cruel,  sin-approving,  pain-loving  wretch. 
The  utterance  of  such  a  prayer  would  be  the  highest  evidence  of 
the  truth  of  total  depravity.  When  the  truly  righteous  pray,  they 
include  all  men  in  their  prayers.  These  beseecn  God  to  touch  all 
hearts,  to  purify  all  souls,  to  convert  the  whole  world  and  bring 
the  entire  race  of  humanity  to  reformation,  holiness  and  happi- 
ness. While  the  other  prayer  would  be  the  most  awful  that  man 
or  devil  could  make,  this  would  be  the  most  pure,  holy,  and  god- 
like that  men  or  angels  could  utter  ^  What  ereater  or  better  thing 
could  be  prayed  for,  than  tlie  universal  prevalence  of  righteousness 
— that  Christ's  spirit  would  sanctify  every  heart  in  the  universe  1 
Does  not  Elder  Holmes  pray  thus  ?  Does  he  not  beseech  God  to 
brin^  sinners — all  sinners ~to  repentance!  I  hope  for  his  own 
credit,  and  for  the  credit  of  the  christian  ministry,  he  will  not  deny 
this  %  Of  course  he  prays  that  this  may  be  done  in  a  proper  man- 
ner— ^i.  e.  in  God's  way — through  repentance  and  compliance  with 
the  terms  of  salvation.  Thus  pray  all  believers  in  the  world's 
salvation. 

If  my  opposer  and  his  partialist  brethren  do  not  pray  in  this 
manner — if  they  do  not  pray  for  all  men — ^they  violate  one  of 
the  plainest  injunctions  of  the  New  Testament.  "  I  exhort  there- 
fore, that,  first  of  all,  supplicatipns,  prayers,  intercessions,  and 
giving  of  thanks,  be  made  for  all  men  ;  for  kings,  and  all  that 
are  in  authority." — (1.  Tim.  ii.  1,  2.)  This  is  the  very  first  thing 
to  be  prayed  for,  when  Christians  approach  the  Throne  of 
Grace.  "I  exhort  that  first  of  all,"  etc.  Why  should  we 
thus  pray  for  all  men  ? — **  For  this  is  good  and  acceptable  in 
the  sight  of  God  our  Savior." — (v.  3.)  it  is  good  and  accept- 
able to  God,  that  prayers  should  be  made  for  oilmen.  Why  is 
it  good  and  acceptable  to  God,  to  have  all  men  prayed  for  %  The 
Apostle  goes  on  to  give  the  reason.  Because  God  "  WILL  HAVE 
ALL  MEN  to  be  saved,  and  to  come  unto  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth." — (V.  4.)  This  is  a  very  good  reason.  If  it  was  not  God's 
determination  to  have  aU  men  to  oe  saved,  why  does  he  direct  that 
prayers  shall  be  made  for  them  1 

Dr.  Adam  Clarke  gives  the  same  reason  why  we  should  pray 
for  all  men.    He  tays — *^  Because  he  Wills  the  salvation  ol  all 
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men,  therefore  he  Wills  that  all  men  should  be  prayed  for.  In 
the  face  of  such  a  declaration,'*  continues  the  Doctor,  ^^  how  can 
any  christian  soul  suppose  that  God  ever  unconditionally  and 
eternally  reprobated  any  man  1  Those  who  can  believe  so,  one 
would  suppose,  could  have  little  acquaintance  with  the  nature  of 
God,  or  the  bowels  of  Christ."— (Dr.  C.  on  1  Tim.  it.  4.)  The 
Doctor's  question  is  very  sensible !  Sure  enough !  And  in  re- 
turn allow  me  to  ask  my  Methodist  brother,  how  any  intelligent 
mind  can  suppose  God  would  ever  create  a  human  being  plainly 
foreseeing  that  his  existence  would  terminate  in  eternal  woe  and 
sin  t  "  Those  who  can  believe  so,  one  would  suppose,  could  have 
little  acquaintance  with  the  nature  of  God,  or  the  bowels  of 
Christ." 

The  ancient  Christian  Fathers  prayed  for  all  men.  St.  Cypri- 
an, who  lived  in  the  third  century,  m  his  defence  before  the  Ro- 
man Pro-consul,  said :  "  We  (i.  e.  we  christians,)  pray  to  God 
not  only  for  ourselves,  but  for  all  mankind^  and  particularly  for 
the  Emperors." — {Dr.  Clarke  on  1  Tim.  ii.  2.)  David  prayed— 
"O  let  the  wickedness  of  the  wicked  come  to  an  end." — (Ps.  vii. 
9.)  The  Poet  most  beautifully  describes  an  aged  minister  utter- 
ing such  a  prayer  as  the  Apostle  directs. 

**  He  prayed  for  all  men  I 

And  as  he  dwelt  upon  the  lore  which  would, 
At  some  far  period,  bring  all  wandereta  back, 
Unto  their  Father's  house,  his  whole  frame  shook 
With  strong  emotion,  and  his  voice  grew  faint. 
Till  he  oonld  speak  no  more."— Hai.  J.  H.  ScoTV. 

Still  more  positive  am  I,  that  I  shall  not  be  disnuted  when  I 
declare  that  righteous  men,  that  true  christians,  DEoIRE  the  sal- 
vation of  all  mankind.  What  kind  of  a  christian  must  he  be, 
who  does  not  desire  that  aU  should  repent,  come  to  Christ,  be 
filled  with  his  spirit,  and  become  happy !  A  very  depraved  man 
may  have  no  such  desire.  Indeed  cruel,  revengeful  men,  enter- 
tain no  feeling  of  this  description.  While  they  are  wicked,  they 
love  no  such  doctrine,  and  no  such  thought,  as  the  salvation  of 
all.  They  want  some  place  of  torment,  into  which  they  ardently 
hope  their  enemies  may  be  plunged  forever !  That  is  the  doc- 
trine the  depraved  like.  Hence  they  are  so  frequently  impreca- 
ting terrific  anathemas  of  eternal  damnation,  on  the  souls  of  those 
who  excite  their  anger.  Anathemas  which,  alas !  that  it  must 
be  said,  they  have  learned  by  hearing  them  so  often  thundered 
from  the  pulpit ! !  But  when  such  a  wicked  man  becomes  truly 
converted,  and  breathes  in  the  Christian  Spirit,  the  first  fruit  of 
his  change  of  heart,  is  that  all  his  disposition  to  denounce  e^idless 
wrath  on  his  fellow-beings,  and  all  love  of  such  an  idea,  vanishes 
from  his  mind.  He  becomes  immediately  filled  with  a  desire  that 
the  same  forgiveness  which  has  been  granted  him,  may  be  ex- 
tended to  all  men !    Then  he  desires  the  salvation  of  the  woau>. 
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Then  he  lores  the  thought  that  all  shall  come  to  repentance  and 
salvation !  Is  not  this  the  desire  of  every  new  convert  1  Are 
they  not  then  truly  Universalists  ? 

There  is  this  most  extraordinary  and  marked  distinction  hc- 
tween  the  different  doctrines  supported  by  the  brother  opposite, 
and  myself.  While  I  must  not.,  and  cannot  pray  nor  desire  that 
eternal  sin  and  wretchedness  may  be  the  doom  of  any  human  be- 
ing— while  the  Bible  no  where  calls  upon  me  to  utter  such  pray- 
er, or  entertain  such  desire — my  opponent  can  and  will  both  pray 
and  desire  that  ALL  MANKIND  may  be  brought  to  forsake  sin, 
and  obtain  holiness  and  happiness ! !  His  Bible  expressly  ex- 
horts him  to  such  prayers. 

Where  does  such  a  desire  come  from,  except  from  God  1  And 
if  he  gave  it  to  man,  does  he  not  possess  it  himself?  Can  a 
stream  rise  higher  than  its  fountain  ?  Can  the  creature^s  desires 
be  more  expanded,  more  benevolent  and  holy  than  the  Creator^s  % 
Is  there  not  the  same  desire  in  Christ,  and  angels,  and  all  who 
dwell  in  heaven.  And  if  this  Desire  is  so  mighty  in  the  soul  of 
the  Christian,  as  to  lead  him  to  bring  all  men  to  the  feet  of  Je- 
sus in  repentance  and  love,  had  he  the  power,  will  not  a  similar 
desire  in  God — yea,  an  infinitely  stronger  desire,  lead  him,  in  his 
own  ffood  time,  to  do  this  great  and  good  work  ?  Has  he  not 
abunaance  of  power  to  complete  so  great  and  glorious  an  enter- 
prise 1 

2.  The  Prayers  and  Desires  of  the  righteous  shall  be  granted. 
«*The  prayer  of  the  upright  is  his  delight." — (Prov.  xv.  8.)  "He 
heareth  the  prayer  of  the  Righteous." — (Prov.  xv.  29.)  "  He 
will  fulfil  the  desire  of  them  that  fear  him."— (Ps.  cxlv.  19.) 
**  The  desire  of  the  Righteous  shall  be  granted." — (Prov.  x.  24.) 
If  the  Prophets  of  old,  the  Apostles,  the  early  Christian  Fathers 
of  the  first  centuries,  all  prayed  for  the  salvation  of  the  entire  hu- 
man race,  as  we  have  seen — if  all  righteous  men,  all  true  chris- 
tians, in  succeeding  a^es,  and  in  the  present  day,  sincerely  prav 
for,  and  ardently  desire,  the  reformation  and  salvation  of  all 
men — and  if  the  prayers  and  desires  of  the  Righteous  shall  be 
GRANTED  by  the  same  God,  who  moves  them  thus  to  pray,  the 
argument  is  complete— all  will  eventually  be  brought  to  holmesa 
and  heaven. 

My  Seventeenth  Argument  is  drawn  from 

THE  PROMISES  OF  GOD. 

PftorosiTio2f.~l.  QoA  has  promised  to  blsss  aU  maakind  in  Christ  and  to  briDg 
■    them  to  holiness  and  happiness.    2.  God's  promises  will  ultimately  all  be  fnlAlled. 

Proof. — 1.  God  has  promised  to  bless  all  mankind  in  Christ,  and 
to  bring  all  to  holiness  and  happiness.  The  careful  reader  of  the 
Bihle»  will  find  therein  two  classes  of  promises,  viz.  Conditional 
and  Unconditional.  The  Conditional  Promises  are  those  predicated 
on  man^-on  hit  compliance  with  certain  stipulations  and  conditiooft. 
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The  promises  of  temporal  good  are  made  to  depend  on  oor  yielding 
obedience  to  the  taws  of  Industr}',  Health,  Sobriety,  Kconomy,  etc. 
^  The  Promises  of  spirittwl  good,  the  present  enjoyment  of  Religion, 
*  of  righteousness,  of  piety ;  the  present  comforts  proceeding  from 
an  enlightened  confidence  in  God,  and  trust  in  Jesus — all  depend 
upon  certain  conditions  of  repentance,  faith,  and  practice.  The 
Scriptures  abound  with  these  conditional  promises.  But  none  of 
them  are  directly  connected  with,  nor  involve  the  final  destint 
of  mankind,  'i  his  was  a  matter  too  important,  too  momentous,  to 
be  placed  on  any  contingency  resting  in  so  frail,  ignorant  and  blind 
a  creature  as  man. 

But  above  these,  there  will  be  fonnd  in  the  Bible,  certain  Uncon* 
ditional  promises.  They  are  Promises  which  man  has  no  power 
to /u(/!//,  and  no  power  to  frustrate.  Their  fulfillment  rests  primari- 
)y,  and  solely,  in  Grod.  They  depend  wholly  on  his  Veracity,  his 
Power  his  Wisdom  and  his  Resources.  These  promises  therefore, 
will  as  certainly  be  fulfilled  as  Jehovah  is  the  God  of  Truth !  It 
19  for  the  want  of  making  this  distinction  between  the  Conditional 
and  Unconditional  Promises,  that  Ttieologians  have  wandered  so 
far  from  a  correct  appreciation  and  understanding  of  God*s  gracious 
purposes.  It  is  among  the  unconditional  promises  of  God — those 
which  depend  upon  him  for  Fulfillment — that  we  find  a  large  and 
emphatic  class  which  proclaim  his  purpose  to  bring  all  his  intelli« 
gent  creatures  to  holiness  and  happiness. 

PaoMisE— i.  ••  I  will  put  enmity  between  thee  and  the  woman 
and  between  thy  seed  and  her  seed.  It  shall  bruise  thy  head,  and 
thou  shall  bruise  his  heel." — (Gen.  iii.  15.) — True  this  language 
15  figurative;  but  it  nevertheless  contains  a  great  and  precious  prom- 
ise. The  Serpent  represents  sin,  "The  seed  of  the  woman,''  re- 
fers to  Christ.  The  wound  which  the  serpent  inflicts  is  on  the 
/W,  a  part  where  but  little  comparative  injury  can  be  done,  repre- 
sent that  the  assult  of  sin  on  the  human  race,  will  be  temporary 
and  curable.  But  the  wound  which  the  seed  of  the  woman  gives 
the  serpent,  is  on  his  head^  a  place  where  a  wound  is  fatal.  In 
this  we  have  a  representation  that  Christ  shall  inflict  ^l  fatal  wound 
on  Sin — that  he  snail  overthrow  and  annihilate  it,  and  deliver  those 
whom  it  had  bound  as  captives.    This  promise  is  unconditional. 

Promise— ii.  To  Abraham  God  made  the  following  promise ; — 
**  In  thee  shall  all  the  families  of  the  earth  be  blessed." — (Gen.  xii. 
3.)  This  promise  was  repeated  to  Abraham  again  and  a^n. 
•*  And  the  Lord  said,  Shall  I  hide  from  Abraham  that  thing  which  I 
do ;  seeing  that  Abraham  shall  surely  become  a  great  and  mighty 
nation,  and  ail  the  nations  of  the  earth  shall  be  blessed  in  him." 
— (Gen.  xviii.  17, 18.)  Again  : — <*  In  thy  seed  shall  all  the  nations 
of  the  earth  be  blessed." — (Gen.  xxii.  18.  The  same  promise  was 
renewed  to  Isaac : — **  I  will  perform  the  oath  which  I  sware  unto 
Abraham  thy  Father.  And  I  will  make  thy  seed  to  multiply  as  the 
•tars  of  heaven,  and  I  will  give  unto  thy  seed  all  these  couatrie*. 
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And  in  tby  seed  shall  all  the  nations  of  the  earth  be  bleased-^-tCOeiu 
xxvi.  3,  4.)  This  promise  was  also  confirmed  to  Jacob: — **Iq 
thee,  and  in  thy  seed,  shall  all  the  families  of  the  earth  be  blessed." 
— (Gen.  xxviii.  14.) 

The  seed  of  Abraham  so  often  mentioned  in  these,  pcomises,  St. 
Paul  declares,  is  Christ:—**  Now  to  Abrabam  and  his  seed  were 
the  promises  made.  He  saith  not.  And  to  seeds  as  of  many ;  bat 
as  of  one.  And  to  thy  seed,  which  is  Christ."— (Gala.  iii.  16.) 

Here  then  was  a  promise  given  to  Abrahamu  renewed  to  Isaac, 
confirmed  to  Jacob,  that  in  their  seed,  which  is  Christ,  all  the  na* 
tions  ELtitl  families  of  the  earth  shall  be  blessed.  These  promises, 
constitute  the  whole  sum  and  spirit  of  the  gospel  of  Christ.  St. 
Paul  says  they  compose  the  gospel : — **  And  the  scriptures,  fore^ 
seeing  that  God  would  justify  the  heathen  through  faith,  preached 
before  the  Gospel  unto  Abrabap  saying,  In  thee  shall  all  nations 
be  blessed." — (Gala.  iii.  8.)  Is  this  the  gospel  proclaimed  by 
those  who  style  themselves  evangelical  preachers .'  Do  they  de- 
clare all  nations  and  families  shall  be  blessed  in  Christ  f  If  they 
preach  any  other  gospel  than  this,. they  preach  a  spurtow  gospel. 
What  does  Su  Paul  say  of  all  such:  *'  Though  we,  or  an  angel 
from  heaven*  preach  any  other  gospel  unto  you  than  that  which 
we  have  preached  unto  you,  let  him  be  accursed." — (Gal.  i.  8) 

It  will  be  seen  that  these  promises  are  entirely  unconditional. 
True,  they  were  made  known  to  Abraham,  as  a  reward  for  his/aitk' 
fulnes*  in  obeying  God.  He  was  blessed  in  having  rerealed  to  him 
a  purpose  so  great  and  glorious.  The  faithftUness  of  Abraham  was 
not  the  condition  on  which  these  promises  should  be  fulfilledt  but 
the  condition  simply,  on  which  they  should  be  made  knovm  to  him. 
God  hai  determined  thus  to  bless  all  men  ia  Christ,  long  before  Abra- 
ham was  created.  If  Abraham  had  proved  faithless,  God  would 
still  have  carried  this  great  purpose  into  eflfect  through  other  instru- 
mentalities. Jehovah  is  under  no  compuldcn  to  accomplish  his 
plans  in  one  particular  way,  or  not  at  all.  He  chooses  his  own 
instruments,  his  own  means,  his  own  time.  Thus  should  we  under- 
stand the  language  of  St.  Paul :— **  Abraham  believed  God,  and  it 
was  accounted  to  him  for  righteousness." — (Gala,  iii.  6.)  Not  that 
Goi  would  fulfill  his  great  and  precious  promises  because  Abraham 
believed  them.  But  Abraham  believed  he  would  fulfill  them,  and 
that  belief  was  accounted  to  him  for  righteousness.  Again  the 
Apostle  says: — **  So  then,  they  which  be  of  faith,  are  blessed 
with  faithful  Abraham." — (Gala.  iii.  9.)  Not  that  they  which  be 
of  faith,  shall  as  a  reward,  be  included  in  the  promises  which  God 
made  to  Abraham,  fiut  those  who  believe  those  promises — who 
have  faith  that  God  will  thus  actually  bless  all  men  through  Christ 
— shadl  be  blessed  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  peace  which  flows 
from  that  faith,  as  Abraham  was. 

Mr.  Holmes  in  his  seventh  Negative .  Argument,  attmpta  to 
show  thftt  these  promises  are  entirely  folmled  in  this  life.    In 
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this  effbrt  he  makes  a  great  display  of  critical  acumen,  in  order 
that  the  sophistry  involved  may  be  the  more  effectually  concealed. 
He  declares  that  the  promise  to  bless  all  nationSj  kindreds  and 
families^  in  Christ,  has  been  already  fulfilled — that  there  ia  not  a 
nation  on  earth  which  has  not  even  now,  been  blessed  in  the  Re- 
deemer. This  is  strong  language  to  be  used,  with  any  expecta- 
tion of  being  believed.  The  credulity  that  will  receive  it,  must 
be  unbounded.  It  would  be  diflBcult  to  find  another  individual 
who  would  hazard  before  an  intelligent  audience,  an  assertion 
so  utterly  destitute  of  all  support  from  sober  fact,  as  this.  Vast 
numbers  of  nations  have  lived  and  died,  without  knowing  there 
was  a  God,  a  Savior,  or  a  gospel.  How  have  they  been  blessed 
in  Christ  1  The  Elder  replies,  that  they  have  been  blessed  by 
being  placed  in  a  condition  of  initial  salvation.  To  the  wonder- 
ing multitude,  this  word  i*  initial,"  may  be  supposed  to  convey  a 
vast  depth  of  meaning  !  But  if  it  has  any  sense  in  the  connec- 
tion where  my  friend  places  it,  it  signifies  a  kind  of  salvation  of 
which  the  poor  heathen  have  no  knowledge,  until  it  is  too  late  to 
be  saved ! ! !  Then,  when  cast  into  endless  perdition,  for  the  first 
time,  they  learn  there  is  a  Redeemer  through  whom  they  might 
have  been  saved,  if  they  had  not  unfortunately  been  created  in 
heathenism ! !  Truly  they  should  be  extremely  thankful  for  the 
blessing  of  "  initial"  salvation !  The  Elder  also  says,  the  heathen 
have  been  blessed  in  Christ,  by  having  the  offers  of  salvation 
made  to  them.  I  meet  this  declaration  with  a/o/  denial  of  its 
truth  !  Who  does  not  know  that  millions  of  heathen  have  never 
heard  of  salvation,  much  less  had  it  offered  them  !  It  certainly 
indicates  great  courage,  or  great  stupidity,  to  make  statements 
which  the  veriest  schoolboy  in  the  audience  can  refute  ! !  More- 
over, Mr.  Holmes  insists  the  heathen  have  been  blessed  in  Christ," 
by  the  salvation  of  all  who  die  in  infanciL  through  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ.  If  infants  can  be*  saved  only  through  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  it  follows  that  all  who  died  before  the  atonement 
was  mad^,  were  lost  forever ! !  There  is  no  avoiding  this  con- 
clusion from  my  friend's  premises.  And  here  we  have,  in  all  its 
odious  deformity,  the  old  Calvinislic  doctrine  of  ivfant  damna- 
tion !  !  The  whole  of  this  attempt  to  set  aside  the  plain  import 
of  these  promises,  possesses  a  shallowness  so  evident,  that  it  is 
astonishing  Elder  Holmes  should  jeopardize  his  reputation  in 
making  it !  The  pretence  that  all  the  nations,  all  the  kindreds, 
and  all  the  FAMILIES  of  the  earth  have  already  been  blessed  in 
Christ,  in  this  life,  cannot  be  made  by  all  the  art  of  my  friend,  to 
put  on  even  a  shovo  of  plausibility  !  !  It  is  a  poor  and  pitiable 
attempt  to  conceal  the  light  of  one  of  the  most  glorious  promises 
God  has  ever  made  the  world  ! 

How  have  those  innumerable  multitudes  who  lived  in  heathen- 
ism before  Christ's  advent — those  since  his  advent,  and  those 
now  in  heathenism — been  blessed  in  Christ,  in  any  real  and  su*- 
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stantial  sense  1  This  moonshine  of  **  initiate  salvation,  and  ^- 
fers  of  mercy,  never  heard  or  dreamed  of  by  those  who  are  dam- 
ned for  not  accepting  them,  falls  infinitely  short  of  coming  up  to 
the  great  blessing  contained  in  the  promise.  Millions  have  lived 
and  died  upon  whose  ears  the  tidings  of  salvation  never  sounded. 
•  It  is  but  utter  mockery  to  them,  and  in  plain  violation  of  all 
meaning  in  words,  to  insist  they  have  been  blessed  through  Christ 
in  this  life. 

Wc  must  look  to  another  state  of  being  for  the  entire  fulfillment 
of  these  "  great  and  precious  promises."  Dr.  Doddridge  says, 
— "  Promises  of  heave  til  yf elicit  if  were  contained  even  in  the  co- 
venant made  with  Abraham,  which  the  Mosaic  could  not  disan- 
nul." That  promises  to  bless  all  men  in  Christ,  composed  the 
Covenant  which  God  made  with  Abraham,  is  evident  from  Gala. 
iii.  16  18.  The  kingdom  and  reign  oi  Christ  are  not  confined  to 
this  brief  existence.  He  does  but  little  here,  comparitively,  to 
bring  any  soul  into  that  perfection  which  he  will  ultimately  bes- 
tow on  all.  Those  nations  and  individuals,  whom  Christ  does 
not  bless  in  this  existence,  he  will  make  objects  of  his  influence 
and  instruction,  and  the  recipients  of  his  blessinghereafter.  The 
plain  principles  of  Impartialiti/  demand  this.  *' The  father  loveth 
the  Son,  and  showeth  him  all  things  that  himself  docth.  And 
he  will  show  him  greater  works  than  these,  [i.  e.  greater  works 
than  Christ  does  on  earth,]  that  ye  may  marvel. "--(John  v.  20.) 
"  In  my  Father's  house  are  many  mansions.  ♦  «  *  »  * 
I  50  to  prepare  a  place  for  you." — (John  xiv.  2.)  "  For  he  must 
reign  [both  in  this  world  and  the  next]  until  he  hath  put  all  ene- 
mies under  his  feet." — (I.  Cor.  iv.  25.)  "To  this  end  Christ 
both  died  and  rose,  and  revived,  that  he  might  be  Lord  both  of 
the  dead  and  living." — (Rom.  xiv.  9  ) 

Promise  iii. — Break  forth  into  joy!     Sing  together  ye  waste 

E laces  of  Jerusalem.  «  ♦  *  ♦  The  Lord  hath  made  bare 
is  Holy  Arm  in  the  eyes  of  all  the  nations ;  and  all  the  ends  of 
the  earth  shall  see  the  salvation  of  our  God." — (Isa.  Iii.  9.  10.) 
The  words  **  all  the  ends  of  the  earth"  in  scripture  phraseolo- 
gy, signify  all  mankind.  Notice  the  Universality  of  this  promise. 
"  All  nations — all  the  Ends  of  the  Earth  shall  see  the  Salvation 
of  our  God."  It  includes  every  nation,  every  human  bein^  that 
ever  has  lived  or  ever  will  live  in  the  earth.  The  promise  is  un^ 
conrlitional.  All  SHALL  see  and  experience  the  salvation  of 
God !     Can  any  promise  be  more  explicit  or  absolute  ? 

Promise  iv. — "All  the  ends  of  the  world  shall  remember,  and 
turn  unto  the  Lord ;  and  all  the  kindreds  of  the  nations  shall 
worship  before  thee.  For  the  kingdom  is  the  Lord's;  and  he  is 
the  Governor  among  the  nations." — (Ps.  xxii.  27.  28.)  None 
can  doubt  that  in  the  phrases,  "  all  the  ends  of  the  world,"  and 
"  all  the  kindreds  of  the  nations,"  the  Psalmist  designed  to  de- 
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scribe  literally  ALL  MEN.  Not  only  all  that  may  live  on  the  earth 
at  any  certain  time,  but  all  that  have  ever  been  on  earth — all 
that  have  ever  belonged  to  any  nation,  tribe,  or  family.  What 
does  the  inspired  writer  say  of  their  ultimate  condition  ?  lie  de- 
clares they  shall  "  remember" — be  instructed  of  God  and  Christ — 
*'  and  turn  unto  the  Lord" — the  influence  of  that  instruction  shall 
be  to  bring  them  to  repentance,  and  turn  their  footsteps  into  the 
paths  of  obedience  and  love,  and  cause  them  all  at  mst  to  sur- 
round the  Throne  of  the  Eternal,  and  in  joy  and  gladness  worship 
before  him ! !  The  reason  assigned  by  David,  why  this  great 
i^ork  shall  be  done,  is  perfectly  satisfactory  and  conclusive.  He 
attributes  it  to  the  Will,  the  Sovereignty,  the  Power  of  Jehovali. 
**  For  the  Kingdom  is  the  Lord's,  and  he  is  the  Governor  among 
the  nations!" 

Peomise  v. — "All  nations  whom  thou  hast  made,  shall  come 
and  worship  before  thee,  O  Lord,  and  shall  glorify  thy  name." — 
(Ps.  Ixxxvi.  9.)  The  phraseology  of  this  promise  has  been  inten- 
tionally framed  by  its  author,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  make  it  ne- 
cessarily universal.  He  does  not  simply  say  "  all  nations,"  but 
•'all  nations  WHOM  THOU  HAST  MADE,  shall  come  and  wor- 
ship  before  thee  !"  All  nations  who  ever  have,  do  now,  or  will 
hereafter,  exist  on  the  earth--all  whom  God  has  made,  or  ever 
will  make,  in  our  world,  SHALL,  in  due  time,  be  brought  into  a 


hap- 
piness of  all  mankind ! ! 

Peomisc  vi. — "All  thy  works  shall  praise  thee,  0  Lord." — 
(Ps.  cxlv.  10.)  If  all  God's  works  shall  praise  him,  then  all  in- 
telligent beings  shall  praise  him.  What  can  this  prove,  but  the 
holiness  and  happiness  of  all  mankind?  Will  it  be  to  the  praise 
of  God  that  innumerable  millions  of  his  rational  ofispring,  whom 
he  made  expressly  to  glorify,  honor  and  love  him,  are  plunged  in- 
to endless  sin  and  woe  ?  Can  the  imprecations,  blasphemies, 
eroans  an!  shrieks  of  damned  spirits,  be  called  PRAISE  to  God ! ! 
O  Father !  forgive  those  who  in  deep  ignorance  and  blindness,  en- 
tertain a  view  of  thy  proceedings,  so  monstrous !  Who  does  not 
S3e  that  to  have  this  glorious  Promise  fulfilled,  or  approach  to- 
wards a  fulfillment,  all  men  must  be  brought  to  that  condition  of 
holiness  and  love,  that  will  lead  them  cheerfully  and  gladly  to 
f^ll  before  the  Majesty  of  Heaven,  and  praise  and  adore  him  who 
liveth  and  reigneth  forever ! ! 

Promise  vii. — •'  In  this  mountain  [the  Gospel,]  shall  the  Lord 
of  Hosts  make  unto  all  people,  a  feast  of  fat  things.  ♦  ♦  »  « 
And  he  will  destroy  in  this  mountain,  the  face  of  the  covering 
cast  over  all  people,  and  the  veil  that  is  spread  over  all  nations. 
He  will  swullow  up  death  in  victory.  And  the  Lord  God  will 
wipe  away  the  tears  from  off  all  faces ;  and  the  rebuke  of  his 
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people  shall  he  take  away  from  off  all  the  earth.  For  the 
Lord  hath  spoken  it." — (Isa.  xxv.  6—8.)  This  is  a  most  precious 
promise !  The  "  veil'*  of  ignorance^  the  "  covering*'  of  <m,  which 
m  this  world,  have  been  cast  over  the  entire  race,  shall  be  anni- 
hilated by  the  light  of  God's  truth — the  rebuke  which  sin  ever 
justly  incurs  shall  he  take  away*  for  sin  itself  shall  be  destroj^d 
— tears  shall  be  wiped  from  off  all  faces— Death,  the  great  ene- 
my of  man,  shall  be  swallowed  up  in  victory — and  ALL  PEOPLE 
shall  be  brought  to  the  Great  Gospel  Feast,  to  be  enjoyed  in  the 
presence  of  God  and  the  Lamb,  and  to  endure  forever ! !  Glod- 
ous  hope  ! — cheering  prospect ! !  How  the  christian's  heart  ex- 
ults and  rejoices  in  contemplating  these  gracious  and  vast  Results 
of  the  reign  of  the  Prince  of  Peace  ! !  !  All  that  the  Prophet  says 
of  Moab,  and  other  phrases,  in  the  concluding  portion  of  the 
chapter,  are  figurative  and  striking  expressions,  signifying  that 
in  accomplishing  this  most  worthy  and  adorable  Promise,  God 
will  overcome  and  remove  whatever  obstacle  may  arise  to  pre- 
vent its  fulfillment. 

Promise  viii. — "  I  will  Ransom  them  from  the  power  of  the 
grave.  I  will  Redeem  them  from  death.  0  death,  I  will  be  thy 
plagues! — [thy  overthrow!]  O  grave,  [fl«6.  Sheol — Gr.  Hades 
—English,  Hkll,]  I  WILL  be  thy  DESTRUCTION !"— [Hosea 
xiii.  14.]  Here  is  another  Promise  of  a  most  valuable  character. 
Jehovah  pledges  his  Word  that  both  DEATH  and  HELL  shall 
at  length  be  destroyed! !  Elder  Holmes  DENIES  this,  and  insists 
that  both  Death  and  HjU  shall  endure  forever,  and  hold  in  their 
awful  embrace  countless  multitudes  of  the  offspring  of  God  and 
the  redeemed  of  Christ!  Whose  word  should  be  believed  on  this 
subject — the  word  of  man,  or  the  word  of  Jehovah  1 

Let  us  now  go  to  the  New  Testament,  and  we  shall  there  find 
a  class  of  unconditional  Promises,  equally  plain,  and  equally  sat- 
isfactory, with  those  already  introduced. 

Promise  ix. — "  Fear  not ;  for  behold  I  brin^  you  good  tidings 
of  great  joy,  which  shall  be  to  all  people. "—(Luke  ii.  10.)  This 
Promise  was  given  at  the  birth  of  the  Savior.  Its  only  meaning 
is  that  the  reign  of  Christ,  in  its  final  results,  shall  carry  salvation, 
gladness  and  joy  to  all  the  race  of  man. 

Promise  x. — •'  Thou  hast  given  him  [Christ,]  power  over  all 
flesli,  that  he  should  give  eternal  life  to  as  many  as  thou  hast 
given  him." — (John  xvii.  2.)  How  many  has  God  given  Christ? 
**  The  Father  loveth  the  Son  and  hath  given  all  things  [all  hu- 
man beings,]  into  his  hand." — (John  iii.  35.)  What  shall  be- 
come of  those  whom  God  has  given  to  Christ  1  "ALL  that  the 
Father  giveth  me,  SHALL  come  to  me.  [What  disposal  will 
Christ  make  of  them  ?  Cast  them  out  into  endless  wretched- 
ness 1]  And  him  that  cometh  to  mc,  I  will  in  no  wise  cast  out. 
For  I  came  down  from  heaven,  not  to  do  mine  own  will,  but  the 
will  of  him  that  sent  me.     And  this  is  the  Father's  wiU  which 
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hath  sent  me,  that  of  ALL  which  he  hath  given  me,  [he  gave 
him  all  men,]  I  should  LOSE  NOTHING,  hut  should  raise  it  up 
a^in  at  the  last  day." — (John  vi.  37-39.)  This  Promise  covers 
the  whole  ground.  It  proves  heyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  the  sal- 
vation of  the  world. 

Promise  xi. — "  And  I,  if  I  be  lifted  up  from  the  earth,  I  WILL 
DRAW  all  men  unto  me." — (John  xii.  32.)  Although  there  i^  a 
condition  annexed  to  this  Promise,  yet  it  is  one  already  fulfilled. 
Christ  was  lifted  up  from  the  earth  on  the  Cross.  Hence,  if  his 
declaration  is  true,  all  men  will  yet  be  drawn  to  him  ;  and  in  the 
promise  last  noticed  we  are  told  what  disposal  he  will  make  of 
those  who  come  to  him. 

Promise  xii. — "And  he  shall  send  Jesus  Christ,  which  before 
vrnB  preached  unto  you ;  whom  the  heaven  must  receive  until 
the  times  of  Restitution  of  ALL  THINGS  [all  intelligent  be- 
ing5,l  which  God  hath  spoken  [promised,]  by  the  mouth  of  all 
his  Holy  Prophets,  since  the  world  began." — (Acts  iii.  20,  21.) 
The  word  "Restitution,"  is  from  the  Greek  ^Apokatastaseos.^^ 
Its  signification  is  "  the  Restoration  of  any  thing  to  its  former 
state — a  change  from  worse  to  better." — [Kobimon*8  Greek  Lexi- 
con.'] This  passage  records  God's  Promise  to  Restore  all  things 
— ^all  his  earthly  creatures — to  a  condition  of  primeval  purity 
and  bliss! ! 

Many  more  Promises  of  like  nature  mi^ht  be  introduced ;  but 
these  are  sufficient.  Here  are  twelve  Promises  of  God,  uttered  in 
the  most  solemn  manner,  and  in  the  plainest  langirage  possible,  all 

filedging  the  veracity  of  the  Most  High,  that  the  whole  human 
arnny  shall  eventually  enter  into  a  condition  of  obedience,  ado- 
ration and  happiness.  Besides  these  assurances,  Peter  declares 
that  ALL  God's  Holy  Prophets  since  the  world  began,  have  spoken 
or  promised,  the  arrival  of  a  time  when  all  created  beings  shall 
be  restored  to  purity  and  bliss !  One  promise  to  this  effect,  would 
be  cnouprh  from  a  6od  of  Truth  f  But  when,  in  condescension 
to  our  blindness  and  lack  of  faith,  he  has  multiplied  and  reiterated 
these  Promises,  again  and  again,  how  full  of  unbelief^t  how  lost 
and  benighted,  the  minds  that  reject  them  ! ! 

2.  God's  Promises  will  ultimately  all  be  fulfilled.  To  believe 
this,  it  is  not  necessary  to  suppose  that  God  will  have  to  violate 
xn^Ti's  freedom  of  will,  or  choice,  or  to  overlook  any  terms  or  con^ 
ditions,  enjoined  upon  his  creatures.  He  is  abundantly  able  to 
accomplish  his  Promises  through  the  medium  of  man's  freedom, 
and  a  fulfillment  of  all  conditions  of  salvation.  "  Work  out  your 
own  salvation,  with  fear  and  trembling  :  for  it  is  Crod  which  work- 
eth  IN  Tou,  both  to  will  and  to  do,  of  nis  good  pleasure." — (Phil, 
ii.  12.  13.)  God  works  his  Will  and  Pleasure — accomplishes  his 
purpose,  and  fulfills  all  his  promises  though  man's  will  and  works ! 
The  Scriptures  most  emphatically  declare  that  God  is  faithful  to 
ftilAIi  his  Promises : — *^  Behold,  the  days  come,  saith  the  Lord,  that 
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I  WILL  PERFORM  that  good  thing  which  I  have  promised  un- 
to the  house  of  Israel,  and  to  the  house  of  Judah." — (Jer.  xxxiii. 
14.)  *'  Will  the  Lord  cast  off  forever  1  and  vill  he  be  favorable 
no  more  ?  Is  his  mercy  clean  gone  forever  1  Doth  his  promise 
fail  forevermore  ?  Hath  God  forgotten  to  be  gracious  ?  Hath  he 
in  anger  shut  up  his  tender  mercies  ? — And  I  said,  This  [suspi- 
cion of- God]  is  my  INFIRMITY!!  But  I  will  remember  the 
years  of  the  Ri^ht  Hand  of  the  Most  High  *  ♦  ♦  ♦  Thy 
way,  0  God,  is  ]n  the  sanctuary.  Who  is  so  great  a  God  as  our 
God  ?  Thou  art  the  God  that  doest  WONDERS :  Thou  hast 
declared  thy  STRENGTH  amone  the  people !"—<Ps.  xxvii.  7-14.) 
— *'God  is  not  a  man,  that  he  should  lie;  neither  the  son  of  man 
that  he  should  repent.  Hath  he  said^  and  shall  he  not  DO  IT  % 
Or  hath  he  spoken,  and  shall  he  not  MAKE  IT  GOOD  ?'»— (Num. 
xxiii.  19.) — "Let  us  hold  fast  to  the  profession  of  our  faith  with- 
out wavernig)  for  he  is  FAITHFUL  that  promised." — (Heb.  x. 
23.)  Abraham  "  staggered  not  at  the  Promise  of  God,  through 
unbelief;  but  was  strong  in  faith,  giving  gJory  to  God.  And 
hexng  fully  persuaded,  that  what  he  had  promised  he  was  ABLE 
also  to  perform" — (Rom.  iv.  20,  21.)  Here  precisely,  is  where 
my  opponent  and  all  of  his  class  of  theologians,  entirely  fail. 
ikev  do  not  believe  that  God  is  able  to  perform  what  he  has  so 
emphatically  and  repeatedly  promised  !  If  they  had  the  faith  of 
Abraham^  they  would  immediately  come  into  the  adoption  and  en- 
joyment of  those  *^  great  and  precious  promises"  of  God  which  de* 
clare  that  at  last,  he  will  bring  all  his  creatures  to  holiness  and 
heaven.  The  first  step  in  obtaining  an  enlightened  and  well 
grounded  faith  in  God,  is  tq  settle  the  principle  in  the  mind,  that 
whatever  he  has  promued,  that  he  is  ABLE  to  perform  !  Do  you 
believe  this — Gent.  Moderators  1  If  you  have  fixed  such  a 
conviction  of  Jehovah's  ability  in  your  understanding,  then  you 
MUST  believe  that  God  will  finally  save  all  mankind  ;  inasmuch 
as  he  has  promised  to  perform  this  great  and  desirable  work ! 

Elder  Holmes  comes  back  again  to  my  argument  from  the  Will 
of  God.  He  evidently  trembles  before  the  weight  of  that  argumen  t 
and  is  not  satisfied  with  the  positions  he  has  taken  on  the  subject. 
He  declares  that  God's  Will  is  absolute  now,  if  absolute  at  sul — 
and  that  if  it  is  not  absolute  now,  it  never  will  be.  Hence  he  con- 
cludes that  as  sin  and  misery  are  consistent  now,  with  his  absolute 
will,  they  may  be  hereafter  and  forever  !  Here  we  have  again, 
THE  O^E  objection,  and  the  only  one  possessing  any  force  that 
has  been  urged  throughout  this  discu5.<tion  against  the  salvation  of 
the  world.  Its  fallacy  and  sophistry,  have  been  exposed  again 
and  again,  and  yet  is  a^ain  and  again  brought  forward,  because 
there  is  nothing  else  within  my  opponent's  reach  which  he  can 
manufacture  into  even  the  semblance  of  consistency.  This  talk 
about  (yod*s  absolute  Will,  my  friend  will  pardon  me  for  sa3ring,  is 
childish.    He  used  the  same  word  in  coanection  with  the  Dmr9 
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and  the  Intention  of  Jehovah!  The  Will,  Purpose,  Intention, 
Desire,  of  an  infinite  God,  in  reeard  to  any  and  all  ihings,  must  in 
every  case  be  absoluie !  Any  tninp:  contingent  is  uncertain.  To 
say  that  the  Will  or  Purpose,  of  Deity,  is  not  abfolute,  but  contin- 
gent, is  to  say  that  it  is  uncertain^  and  that  not,  the  s^iahtest  depen- 
dence can  be  placed  upon  it.  The  vital  error  in  the  objection 
which  the  Elder  urges,  is  that  it  is  God's  Will  that  mankind 
should  be  saved  now — should  in  this  life  arrive  at  a  state  of 
sinless  perfection  and  happiness !  As  this  is  not  done,  he  falls 
into  the  conclusion;  that  the  Will  of  Jehovah  is  frustrated.  He 
does  not  see  that  in  adopting  such  a  conclusion,  he  destroys 
the  perfection  of  God,  and  makes  him  no  more  worthy  of  confi- 
dence, so  far  as  anything  he  can  do,  than  man  !  But  it  is  not 
God's  will  that  man  should  arrive  at  perfect  glory  and  felicity 
in  this  life.  Hence  his  will  is  not  frustrated  here.  It  is  his 
will  that  man  should  commence  his  career  in  feebleness,  ignorance, 
and  subjection  to  vanity,  and  should  be  elevated  at  the  maturity 
of  his  being,  through  a  well  regulated  progression  in  instruction, 
amendment  and  purification,  to  a  condition  of  sinless  prfection 
and  immortal  happiness ! !  This  is  God's  Will ;  and  it  will  be 
carried  into  a  successful  and  glorious  execution  and  completion, 
if  the  Lord  is  God!  ! !  The  Apostle  has  declared  that  ^^he  will 
have  all  men  to  be  saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth !'' — (1.  Tim.  ii,  4.)  St  Paul  also  asserts  that  God  "  itorketh 
ALL  THINGS  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  WILL !— (Eph.  i.  11.) 
Who  will  dispute  Jehovah's  own  Revealed  Word  ? 

My  opponent  says  I  represent  Justice  as  in  search  of  an  inno- 
cent victim  to  satisfy  its  claims.  That  was  not  the  position  I 
took.  The  fatal  error  in  his  system  in  regard  to  God's  Justice, 
is  in  representing  that  it  is  precisely  as  uniting  to  inflict  its  penal- 
ties on  an  innocent  substitute,  as  on  a  guilty  criminal.  This  dis- 
robes it  of  every  trait  of  fure  justice,  and  makes  it  nothing  lees 
than  blind  Revenge,  thirsting  for  blood  from  some  quarter,  and 
utterly  regardless  whether  it  is  the  blood  of  innocence  or  guilt,  so 
long  as  its  appetite  is  gorged !  It  is  quite  immaterial,  as  far  as 
moral  integrity  is  concerned,  whether  such  an  Attribute  went  in 
search  of  its  victim,  or  waited  to  receive  it.  Its  conduct  would  be 
equaly  abhorrent  in  either  sense.  But  Jehovah  possesses  no  such 
Attribute,  ^/x  Justice  inflicts  its  penalties  on  the  gt/i;7i/ alone. 
And  its  punishments  are  not  administered  in  revenge,  to  torment 
and  destroy,  but  in  goodness,  and  with  a  purpose  to  restore  and 
save  the  erring ! ! 

The  only  reply  that  need  be  rendered  to  the  Botany  Bay  illus- 
tration of  Mr.  Holmes,  is  this :  That  if  the  British  Government 
had  received  full  satisfaction  for  the  punishment  due  the  crimi- 
nals, and  had  no  further  claims  unpn  them — [as  his  theory  de- 
clares Justice  has  in  the  death  of  Christ,] — then  the  government 
oottld  have  oo  right  to  punish  them  another  moment.    So  far  at 
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the  government  is  concerned,  the  criminals  would  be  entitled  to 
their  liberty.  And  if,  after  having  all  its  demands  against  the 
prisoners  entirely  cancelled,  the  government  still  persisted  in  im- 
prisoning and  punishin?  them,  it  would  become  euilty  of  the  most 
shameless  cruelty ! !  This  last  act  is  precisely  what  modern 
Evangelism  charges  upon  God's  Justice — that  it  has  had  its  de- 
mands all  fulfilled,  to  the  very  letter  in  Christ ;  and  yet  obtains 
doitble  satisfaction  on  millions  of  sinners,  by  tormenting  them  for- 
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My  friend  says  the  distinguished  writers  among  the  Universal- 
ists  are  Materialists — and  that  Materialism  comes  unavoidably 
from  their  writings.  This  is  a  naked  assertion^  in  support  of 
which  he  cannot  show  any  reliable  proof.  I  think  I  am  as  well 
acquainted  with  the  distinguished  authors  among  Universalists, 
as  my  opponent.  Their  writings  generally  are  as  far  removed 
from  Materialism,  as  those  of  any  other  class  in  Christendom. 
And  there  is  as  little  of  Materialism  prevailing  in  our  ranks,  as 
among  any  sect  in  the  land. 

He  complains  that  I  charge  him  with  teaching  that  we   can  * 
earn  heaven  I     Well,  is  not  this  true  in  fact,  however  much  my 
brother  may  dislike  the  sound  in  word^  ?    Has  he  not  contended 
throughout,  that  man's  salvation  hereafter^  depends  upon  the  per- 
formance of  certain  works  here  ?    Has  he  not  quoted  passage  af- 
•»r  passage  of  scripture,  to  prove  this  doctrine  1     Did  he  not  give 
le  language  of  some  groaning  professor,  who  said — "  What  a 
liserable  pack  we  christians  are,  enduring  persecution  and  mis- 
ry  in  this  life,  if  there  is  no  reward  hereafter  ?*'     How,    then, 
m  I  misrepresent  him  in  his  views  on  this  subject  ?    The  truth 
«,   our  Methodist  friends  are  in  a  perfect  fog  in  this  matter. 
J*hey  are  saved  by  grace,  and  not  saved  by  grace — they  are  sav- 
ed by  works,  and  not  saved  by  works !  ! 

He  speaks  of  an  individual  who  said  he  would  give  up  Univer- 
salism  and  become  a  praying  man !  If  he  should  give  up  Univer- 
salism,  he  would  give  up  his  honesty,  his  benevolence,  his  love 
to  his  fellow-beings,  and  to  his  Creator — he  would  give  up  a  life 
of  integrity  and  usefulness,  and  neglect  the  prayers  enjoined  in 
the  New  Testament.  I  acknowledge  he  might  abandon  all  this, 
and  f«till  become,  in  the  modern  sense  of  the  word,  *'  a  praying 
man ! !"  The  world  has  witnessed  many  such  changes  ! — [Ttme 
expired. 

[MR.  HOLMES*  NINTH  REPLY.] 

3fMsrs.  Moderators : — Much  has  been  said  by  Mr.  Austin  on 
the  subject  of  the  divine  will.  The  pertinacity  with  which  he 
clings  to  his  argument  on  this  object,  is  no  proof  that  he  regards 
it  his  strong  point — that  if  this  position  be  left  in  a  doubtful  state, 
his  cause  must,  if  it  exist  at  slU,  JltUter  between  life  and  death. 
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I  have  already  dwelt  an  this  point  at  large,  and  it  certainly  can- 
not be  necessary  that  I  should  repeat  what  I  hare  said.  I  will 
therefore  only  give  it  a  passing  notice,  by  calling  your  attention 
to  the  main  features  in  my  argument.  Mr.  Austin  sets  up  the  doc- 
trine here,  that  God^s  will  is  ai>solute.  By  this  he  means  that  it  does 
not  depend  upon  conditions,  or  contingencies  involved  in  the 
agency  of  man — that  God's  will  takes  place — ^must  and  will  be 
effected  in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  regardless  of  all  conditions 
and  contingencies :  that  is,  that  man's  final  salvation  depends 
solely  and  entirely  upon  the  absolute,  independent  and  unchange- 
able sovereif^nty  of  God,  irrespective  of  human  agency  or  human 
conduct.  The  mere  statement  of  a  proposition  of  this  kind,  would 
seem  to  be  sufficient  to  place  it  under  the  interdict  of  common 
sense.  That  anything  farther  should  be  required  by  intelligent 
minds,  might  be  matter  of  surprise,  had  not  all  occasion  of  sur- 
prise been  removed  by  the  most  strange  and  fantastic  notions  al- 
ready presented  and  advocated  in  this  debate.  The  gentleman 
seems  perfectly  blind  and  reckless  in  regard  to  the  consequences 
such  a  proposition  draws  after  it.  Only  grant  him  the  ultimatum 
for  which  he  contends,  and  he  is  perfectly  indifferent  as  to  the 
process  by  which  it  is  secured. 

1.  Mr.  Austin's  notion  of  an  absolute  will  of  determination^ 
destroys  the  moral  character  of  God's  government  as  to  final  re- 
sults; and  if  his  government  be  not  moral  in  its  final  results,  it 
cannot  be  in  its  intermediate  steps ;  this,  then,  would  annihilate 
moral  government  entirely. 

2.  It  robs  man  of  his  moral  and  responsible  character.  He 
cannot  be  a  moral  being,  who  is  not  held  responsible  for  the  final 
results  of  his  conduct. 

3.  By  taking  away  man's  moral  character,  my  friend  also  robs 
him  of  his  power  of  moral  happiness.  Moral  responsibility  and 
the  power  of  moral  happiness,  are  inseparably  associated.  With- 
out the  former,  though  a  being  mignt  possess  physical  enjoy- 
ment, he  could  not  be  a  proper  subject  of  moral  hapjMness.  If 
the  eentleman  thinks  he  has,  by  his  process  of  reasoning,  annihi- 
lated hell,  let  him  also  understand  he  has  annihilated  heaven. 

4.  The  notion  of  absolute  will,  is  not  supported  by  the  philo- 
logical argument,  nor  do  the  examples  furnished  by  scripture 
present  any  proof  that  the  original  *''Thelei*^  is  used  in  this  sense, 
m  regard  to  the  ultimate  destiny  of  men. 

5.  It  is  directly  contrary  to  the  plainest  teachings  of  the  Bible. 
We  can  know  nothing  of  God's  will,  except  as  revealed  to  us. 
If  God  has  any  will  other  than  his  revealed  will,  I  have  yet  to 
learn  what  it  is,  and  how  known.  God's  will  must  harmonize 
with  his  promises,  and  all  his  promises  are  connected  with  con- 
ditions, either  expressed  or  implied.  It  is  the  clearly  revealed 
will  of  God,  that  the  holy  and  obedient  sbould4)e  saved,  and  that 
ike  wicked  and  unbelieving  should  be  damned  :  aad  no  sophis- 
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try  or  metaphysical  refinements  can  explain  it  away.  When 
God  would  raise  up  a  peculiar  people,  he  chose  Abram  as  the  in- 
strument, through  whom  to  effect  his  purpose.  But  had  Abram 
refused  to  leave  his  country  and  kindred,  he  would  have  forfeited 
the  honor  which  God  proposed  to  put  upon  him,  and  another 
would  have  taken  his  place ;  just  as  Saul  was  rejected  from  being 
King  over  Israel,  and  the  throne  delivered  to  David.  Does  my 
friend  think  Saul  would  have  been  rejected,  if  he  had  been  obedt^ 
ent — or  that  Ahram  would  have  been  retained  and  blessed,  as  the 
father  of  many  nations,  if  he  had  been  disobedient  ?  Or  does  he 
suppose  the  obedience  of  the  one,  and  the  disobedience  of  the  other, 
were  alike  the  effects  of  Grod*s  absolute  will  ?  If  this  latter  be  bia 
conclusion,  the  subject  is  loaded  with  still  greater  difficulty,  since, 
not  only  is  the  scripture  contradicted,  but  the  character  of  God  pre- 
sented in  an  hypocritical  and  tyrannical  light — as  punishing  Saul, 
and  commending^and  rewarding  Abraham,  for  the  results  of  his  ot^» 
absolute  will.  The  sophistry  and  perversion  running  through 
all  my  friend's  reasoning,  is  m  supposing  God  will  carry  out  con- 
ditional purposes  and  designs,  whether  the  conditions  are  met  or 
not. 

6.  This  notion  of  absolute  will,  makes  God  the  efficient  and  only 
luthor  of  all  sin.  The  gentleman  can  no  more  avoid  this  conclu- 
sion, than  he  can  make  a  new  world. 

7.  Finally,  it  disproves  the  great  object  at  which  he  aims, 
iriz.  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men.  If  God's  will  be 
absolute,  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  prove  that  all  men  will  be  saved 
— since  it  does  not  now  exclude  sin  and  misery  from  the  universe. 
As  sin  and  misery  are  now  consistent  with  God's  will  of  absolute 
determination,  it  follows,  for  all  the  gentleman  can  show  to  the 
contrary,  they  may  always  continue  so.  I  trust  the  foregoing  is 
sufficient,  and  that  I  shall  not  be  obliged  to  recur  to  the  subject 
again. 

The  16th  Argument  of  Mr.  Austin,  is  drawn  from  the  fact  that 
all  men  are  prayed  for.  Here  my  friend  contended  a  long  while 
ior  what  no  one  disputes — that  it  has  been,  and  is,  the  general 
practice  of  Christians  to  pray  for  all  men.  But  did  he  ever  hear 
an  intelligent  Christian  pray  that  God  would  act  in  contradiction 
to  the  established  principles  of  his  government  ?  Prayer  is  effica- 
cacious  in  procuring  spiritual  influence  to  effect  human  salvation  ; 
but  no  intelligent  Christian  expects  this  inffuence  conferred,  except 
in  harmony  with  the  laws  of  mind,  the  constitution  and  relations 
of  man—  and  the  plan  of  salvation ;  no  one  expects,  or  prays,  that 
God  would  make  all  men  holy  and  happy,  simply  because  he  has 
sufficient  physical  power  to  control  their  wills,  and  huddle  them  all 
into  heaven.  But,  how  should  a  Universalist  pray  for  all  men  ? 
Let  us  see :  "  Lord,  though  the  world  was  never  lost^  and  never 
can  be — thoiigh  no  man  ever  did  forfeit  his  Jinal  salvation,  and 
never  eould,  if  he  thould  try— yet  we  pray  thee  to  $ave  ail  men  with 
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an  everlasting  salvation ;  and  though  we  do  not  helieve  that  any- 
thing Christ  has  done,  or  can  do,  will  ever  effect  the  final  state  of 
men,  or  make  their  ^noi  happiness  any  more  sure  ih^n  it  would 
have  been  if  Christ  had  never  visited  our  world,  yet  we  beseech 
thee  to  answer  this  our  prayer, /or  CkrisVs  sake.  Amen.**  When 
I  last  ceased  speaking,  I  was  engaged  in  quoting  and  commenting 
on  the  scripture  proofs  of  Universalism.  And  here  I  will  make  a 
proposition  to  Mr.  Austin.  If  he  will  produce  one  clear  passage 
from  God's  word,  which  assures  us  that  salvation  in  a  future  state 
is,  in  no  sense^  suspended  on  conditions,  or  the  agency  of  man,  I 
remise  to  give  up  the  point,  and  suspend  the  discussion.  He 
BOWS  th«re  is  no  such  language  in  the  Bible ;  hence,  the  position 
he  holds,  so  far  as  scripture  is  concerned,  ia  mere  assumption. 
The  last  text  I  named,  as  claimed  by  Universalists,  was  taken 
from  Isaiah  liii.  11th. — **He  shall  see  of  the  travail  of  his  soul, 
and  be  satisfied.**  Our  explanation  of  this  is,  that  God,  who  is 
bottnd  by  his  holiness  and  justice  as  well  as  his  character  of  go- 
vernor, to  respect  and  sustam  his  own  law,  saw  the  travail  of  his 
(Christ's)  soul,  and  was  satisfied ; — ^the  moral  value  of  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  was  sufficient  to  vindicate  the  law,  and  allow  the 
exercise  of  divine  clemency  towards  the  sinner. 

It  is  said  in  this  chapter,  that  Christ  * 'shall  bear  our  iniquities,*'  and 
that  '*by  his  stripes  we  are  healed."  Mr.  Austin  attempts  to 
avoid  the  force  of  this  language  as  proof  of  a  vicarious  atonement, 
by  referring  to  the  fact,  that  he  ••  bore  our  infirmities."  This  is 
true,  but  the  manner  in  which  he  did  it,  is  abundantly  explained. 
By  his  miraculous  power,  he  cured  the  diseases  of  the  sick  and  in- 
finn.  It  is  nowhere  said  that  he  *'  bore  our  sicknesses  and  infir- 
nitiea^*  in  **  his  own  body,'*  or  that  *'  we  are  healed**  in  this  res- 
pect, "  by  his  stripes,**  both  which  are  said  in  regard  to  his  atone- 
ment, and  the  nature  and  efficacy  of  his  sufferings  for  us  as  sinners. 

Isaiah  xlv.  22-25. — "  Look  unto  me  and  be  ye  saved,  all  the  ends 
of  the  earth ;  for  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none  else.  I  have  sworn 
by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth  in  righteousness, 
and  shall  not  return,  that  unto  me  every  knee  shall  bow,  and  every 
tongue  shall  swear.  Surely  shall  one  sav,  in  the  Lord  have  I 
righteousness  and  strength ;  even  to  him  sliall  men  come  ;  and  all 
tluit  are  incensed  against  him  shall  be  ashamed.**  On  this  I  re- 
mark, 

Fird — Dr.  Clarke  understands  this  paragraph  to  embrace  a  pre- 
diction oi  the  general  spread  of  the  gospel  among  the  nations  of 
the  earth,  which  we  know  to  be  predicted  in  the  Bible  in  various 
places.    The  word  of  God  has  gone  forth,  that  the  gospel  shall  be 

g reached  in  all  the  world.  '*  Surely  shall  one  say,  in  the  Lord 
ave  I  righteousness  and  strength,** — he  regards  as  the  words  of 
Cyrus,  acknowledging  God  as  the  author  of  his  successes.  But 
if  we  suppose  the  whole  passage  to  refer  to  the  future  and  final 
itaia  of  men  iji  another  world*  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  can  ba 
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pressed  into  the  service  of  Universalisra,  since  the  language  em- 
ployed requires  us  to  roalce  a  marked  distinction  between  the  right- 
eous and  wicked.  This  seems  plain  from  the  following  facts: 
1.  It  is  the  "  seed  of  Israel"  who  are  to  be  justified  and  glory  in 
the  Lord.  This  language  is  never  employed  to  designate  ali  man' 
kind ;  its  most  extensive  signification  would  embrace  only  the  lit' 
eral  Jews  and  spiritual  Israelites,  who  became  so  by  faitk.  2.  It 
is  said — *'  all  those  who  are  incensed  against  him,  shall  be  asha- 
med.*' These  are  presented  in  direct  contrast  to  the  seed  of  Israel, 
who  are  to  be  justified,  and  glory  in  the  Lord.  3.  In  Rom.  xiy. 
11th,  St.  Paul  uses  this  passage  to  illustrate  the  proceedings  of 
the  day  of  judgment,  when  every  man  "  must  give  account  of  oira- 
self  to  God'* — when  the  righteous  shall  glory  in  the  Lord,  and 
those  who  are  *'  incensed  a^nst  him,  shall  be  ashamed."  Thus, 
you  see,  so  far  from  establishing  Universalism,  this  paragraph 
teaches  a  doctrine  directly  the  reverse  of  it. 

Psalm  ii.  8 — **  Ask  of  me,  and  I  shall  give  thee  the  heathen  for 
thine  inheritance,  and  the  uttermost  parts  of  the  earth  for  thy  pos- 
session."  This  is  a  prediction  of  the  general  spread  of  the  gospel 
in  the  earth,  in  view  of  which  the  *'  Kings  and  Judges  of  the  earth 
are  exhorted  to  <*  be  wise,*'  and  submit  to  its  claims,  and  are  ad- 
monished that  a  refusal  will  incur  divine  displeasure — '<  lest  ye 
perish  from  the  wa^,  when  his  wrath  is  kindled  but  a  littte." — 
(verse  12.)  No  Universalisra  here.  Eph.  i.  9. — "Having  made 
known  unlo  us  the  mystery  of  his  will,  according  to  his  go^  plea- 
sure which  he  hath  purposed  in  himself ;  that  in  the  dispensation 
of  the  fullness  of  timet,  he  might  gather  together  in  one  all  things 
in  Christ,  both  which  are  in  heaven  and  which  are  on  earth ;  even 
in  him,  in  whom  also  we  have  obtained  an  inheritance,  being  pre- 
destinated according  to  the  purpose  of  him  who  worketh  all  thm^ 
things  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  will.'* 

The  *'  mystery  of  God's  will,"  in  this  paragraph,  is  the  purpose 
of  Grod  to  make  the  Gentiles  partakers  of  gospel  blessings,  on  a 
footing  of  equality  with  the  Jews.  This  was  hidden  from  the 
Jews,  until  revealed  through  Christ.  <*  The  fullness  of  times,"  is 
the  proper  period  for  developing  this  benevolent  design  of  heaven. 
To  **  gather  together  in  one,  all  things  in  Christ,"  relates  to  the 
actual  execution  of  this  purpose  of  God  through  Jesus  Christ,  who 
broke  down  the  middle  wall  of  partition,  and  ofiered  salvation  to 
Jew  and  Gentile,  on  the  same  terms.  To  joredestinate,  and  •*  work 
all  things  after  the  counsel  of  his  own  will,"  is  to  form  a  purpose 
of  general  benevolence  respecting  his  subjects,  and  execute  that 
purpose  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  his  government,  and 
the  agency  of  man.  In  this  way,  the  Apostle  and  those  to  whom 
he  was  writing,  bad  '*  obtained  inheritance  in  Christ,"  being  chfh 
sen,  to  salvation  *'  through  sanctification  of  the  Spirit,  and  belief  of 
nh."  For  **whom  God  did  foreknow,  (as  believing  the 
d  being  sanctified  by  the  Spirit,)  them  hs  did  predestinate  to 
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be  conformed  to  the  ime^  of  his  Son :"  and  by  consequence,  whom 
he  foreknew,  (as  rejecting  the  truth)  them  he  predestinated  to  the 
conseqaences  of  their  sin  and  onhelief.  Hence  the  language  of 
the  great  commission,  <*  He  that  beJieveth  not,  shall  be  damned/' 
Matt.  v.  44. — **  Love  your  enemies,  bless  them  that  curse  you,  do 
eood  to  them  that  hate,"  &c.  From  this,  Universalists  argue,  that 
God  will  save  all  men  in  heaven,  whether  they  become  reconciled 
to  him  or  not.  The  passage  teaches  our  duty  to  be  kind  and  for- 
giving in  our  intercourse  with  one  another,  but  gives  us  no  assu- 
rance of  inevitable,  universal  salvation.  Our  Lord  explains  this 
latter  point,  as  well  as  the  application  of  divine  love  to  the  subject 
of  human.salvation,  when  he  says,  **  God  so  loved  the  world,  that 
he  gave  his  only  begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  believeth  on  him 
mig/tt  vot  perish,  but  have  everlasting  life."  Philip,  iii.  21. — 
•'  Who  shall  change  our  vile  body,  that  it  may  be  fashioned  like 
unto  his  glorious  body,  according  to  the  working  whereby  he  is 
able  to  subdue  all  things  unto  himself."    On  this  we  remark, 

1.  This  passage  refers  to  the  second  coming  of  Christ,  and  the  re- 
surrection of  tne  human  body — here  denommated  ••  our  vile  body.** 
Uni  versalism  denies  the  resurrection  of  the  body  as  here  taught — and 
maintains,  that  it  is  not  **  our  vile  body,"  (the  same  we  have  here) 
hat  some  other  body,  which  is  to  be  possessed  at  the  resurrection. 

2.  The  18th,  19th  verses  make  a  clear  distinction  of  character  and 
destiny,  hy  describing  certain  characters,  denominated  "  enemies  of 
the  cross  of  Christ,  and  *•  tohose  end  is  destruction.'^*  3.  Being 
**  able  to  subdue  all  things  to  himself,"  is  no  proof  of  universal 
salvation.  Though  taken  in  connection  with  his  promises  and 
threatenings,  it  is  proof  that  he  will  fulfil  the  former  in  the  final 
felicity  of  his  people,  and  execute  the  latter  upon  his  enemies,  in 
the  literal  realization  of  the  words  of  the  context,  *•  whose  end  is 
destruction.** 

Philip,  ii.  9-12.— •*  Wherefore  God  hath  highly  exalted  him, 
and  given  him  a  name  which  is  above  everjr  name ;  that  at  the 
name  of  Jesus,  every  knee  should  bow,  of  things  in  heaven,  and 
things  in  earth,  and  things  under  the  earth :  and  that  every  tongue 
should  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the 
Father.**  There  are  three  things  set  foith  in  this  paragraph. 
1.  The  reason  why  God  has  highly  exalted  Christ :  **  he  humbled 
himself,  and  became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the  death  of  the 
cross.**  2.  The  obligation  to  confess  Christ,  growing  out  of  his 
character  and  exaltation :  *'  that  at  the  name  of  Jesus  every  knee 
should  how.**    This  obligation  rests  upon  all  intelligent  creatures. 

3.  The  nature  of  the  confession :  *'  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is 
Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father.**  This  is  not  an  assurance  of 
anconditionai,  universal  salvation,  but  it  is  a  pledge  of  his  final 
coming  to  judge  the  world,  when  he  will  be  seen  and  acknowl- 
edged in  his  true  character,  even  by  those  who  have  rejected  him. 
Ilea  may  '*  disallow**  Christ  here,  but  then  ht  will  vindicate  his 
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chancteri  to  the  atter  eonfasion  of  his  enemiesy  <*  whoM  tnd  is 
destractioQ.    Yes,  my  respected  aadience, 

**  We  shall  see  the  da  j  rapreme, 
When  none  his  Godhead  will  deny ; 
His  sovereign  majesty  blaspheme, 
Or  co«nt  him  leas  than  the  Moar  Htov.'* 

John  xil.  32. — *«  And  I,  if  I  be  lifted  up  from  the  earth,  will 
draw  all  men  unto  me.  This  he  said,  sigrnifyinor  what  death 
he  should  die."  The  explanation  of  this  passage  is  found  in  John 
iii,  14.— "And  as  Moses  lifted  up  the  serpent  in  the  wilderness, 
even  so  must  the  son  of  man  be  lifted  up,  that  whosoever  beiieveth 
in  him  should  not  perish,  but  have  eternal  life."  No  UniTersaliam 
here. 

At  this  point  I  will  suspend  my  scripture  references,  and  take 
up  another  course  of  argumentation.  You  recollect  my  friend  ad- 
duced an  argument  in  support  of  his  position,  founded  on  the  Mis- 
sion of  Christ.  In  my  simplicity,  I  supposed  he  meant  the  death 
of  Christ,  and  spoke  of  it  in  that  light,  when  he  corrected  me,  as- 
suring me  that  the  death  of  Christ  was  not  embraced  in  his  argu« 
ment.  Well,  I  am  glad  to  have  my  error  corrected ;  and  now  I  beg 
leave  to  ask  two  or  three  ciuestions. 

First.  What  is  the  mission  of  Christ  good  for,  without  his  death  ? 
The  scriptures  everywhere  connect  salvation  with  the  sufferings, 
death,  and  blood  of  Christ ;  but  nowhere  with  his  mission,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  these.  Christ  is  said  to  have  **  died  for  us" — to 
have  *'  redeemed  us  with  his  precious  blood ;"  he  **  gave  himself 
a  ransom  for  us ;"  he  bore  '*  our  sins  in  his  own  bodjr  on  the 
tree  f  he  was  **  set  forth  crucified  among  us.'*  We  are  said  to  be 
justified  and  saved  **  by  his  blood," — '^through  faith  in  his  blood," — 
•*  reconciled  to  God,  by  the  death  of  his  ^n,"  &c.    And  yet  the 

gentleman,  of  set  purpose,  or  **  malice  afore-thought,"  excludes  all 
liese  views,  and  builds  his  argument  on  the  mission  of  Christ, 
though  the  scriptures  attach  no  importance  to  Christ's  mission,  only 
as  associated  with  his  suflering  and  death. 

Another  question  is,  what  has  either  the  death  or  mission  of 
Christ  to  do  with  the  final  states  of  men  ?  Does  Mr.  Aut*tin  in- 
tend to  admit  that  men  are  lost  in  respect  to  final  holiness  and  hap- 
piness, unless  saved  b^  Christ  i  Does  he  admit  that  any  man  ever 
did,  or  can  forfeit  his  heavenly  felicitv  ?  Does  he  believe  that 
the  salvation  of  any  one  man  is,  or  will  be,  any  more  sure,  on  ac- 
count of  the  mission  of  Christ  to  our  world,  than  it  would  have 
been  if  Christ  had  never  existed  ?  Does  he  believe  that  the  salva- 
tion of  men,  as  to  ihtir  final  state,  was,  in  any  sense,  embraced  in 
the  design  of  Christ's  mission  ?  No ;  the  gentleman  neither  ad- 
mits nor  oelieves  any  of  these  things;  and  yet,  unless  he  distinctly 
admits  and  believes  the  affirmative  of  these  questions,  his  argu- 
>t  can  have  no  more  weight,  than  a  feather  thrown  into  this  as- 
ly — ^indeed,  it  is  an  insult  to  common  sense.    The  argument 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ  IC 


ON  UKIVIRBAL  SALVATIOH.  843 

in  utterly  baseless,  except  on  tbe  supposition,  that  the  theology  of 
Universal  ism  is  as  false  as  the  Koran.  What  does  Mr.  Austin  intend 
by  giving  us  such  specimens  of  reasoning?  He  certainly  cannot 
intend  to  be  candid ;  to  suppose  he  does,  would  be  to  impeach  his 
intelligence.  He  probably  supposed  his  opponent  and  the  audi- 
ence would  overlook  the  inconsistency  and  absurdity  of  his  de- 
duction.   Away  with  such :  what  shall  I  call  it  ?  • 

Mr.  Austin. — What  you  please. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  do  not  wish  to  call  it  dishonesty,  and  yet  it  is 
an  artifice — a  species  of  double  dealing,  or  slight  of  hand,  entirely 
unworthy  the  jiace  my  friend  occupies,  and  only  worthy  the  cause 
he  supports.    But,  let  us  see  if  we  can  ascertain  why  the  gentle- 
man chooses  to  leave  the  death  of  Christ  out  of  his  argument.     If 
I  mistake  not,  the  subject  may  be  explained  by  reference  to  a  few 
Universalist  authors.    Ballou  says,   (On  Atonement,  page  122.) 
**  Christians  have  for  a  long  time  believed,  that  the  temporal  death 
of  Christ  made  an  atonement  for  sin,  and  that  the  liter<d  blood  of 
the  man  who  was  crucified,  has  efficacy  to  cleanse  from  guill ;  but 
surely  this  is  carnality  and  carnal  minded ness."     (Page.  123,) — 
**  To  believe  in  any  other  atonement  than  the  putting  off  tbe  old 
man,  and  the  putting  on  of  the  new  man    ••••••    is 

carnal  mindedness  and  is  death."    Again,  he  says  (Expositor  I,  p. 
170.) — "  We  really  do  not  comprehend  how  it  is,  that  our  heaven- 
ly Father  cannot  forgive  the  sins  of  his  own  children,  without 
doing  it  in  pursuance  of  such  a  sacrifice  as  the  execution  of  an 
Infinite  Being  on  a  gallows,  erected  in  the  centre  of  the  universe.*' 
Mr.  Ballou,  Jun.  says,  (Expositor  U.  pps.  106,  107) — **  The  suf- 
ferings of  Christ  were  not  regarded  as  peculiar  to  himself,  but  as 
gharedy  in  all  their  detail,  by  his  pertecuted  followers.**    Mr.  Lefever 
(in  the  (^ospel  Anchor,  II.  5,)  maintains  that  the  sufferings  of 
Christ  for  the  world,  were  of  the  same  kind  with  the  sufferings  of 
our  revolutionary  heroes,  who  *'  shed  their  blood  in  the  cause  of 
freedom— so  that  it  may  be  said,  almost  without  a  metaphor,  by 
their  stripes  we  are  healed."    Still  farther  on  the  same  subjer 
Mr.  0.  A.  Skinner  (Univ.  Illus,  and  Defended,  pp.  128,  129.  13 
says,  Christ  **  suffered  as  the  Apostles  and  Christian  Fathers 
fered.'*    Jesus  gave  himself  for  the  redemption  of  the  world, 
05  the  revolutionary  fathers  gave  themselves  to  effect  the  freedom 
our  country.     When  Abner  Kneeland  was  in  his  glory  as  a  1 
versalist  preacher,  he  published  a  volume  of  lectures,  in  whicl 
holds  the  following  language : — **  For  aught  I  can  see,  Crod  c< 
just  as  consistently  forgive  sin  before   (the  death  of  Christ] 
since;  neither  does  he  now  for^ve  sin  on  account  of,  or  u 
the  least  reference  to,  the  sufferings  of  Christ ;  any  more  than . 
does  on  account  of  the  sufierings  of  the  Apostles,  or  any  one  elb«> 
who  has  Bufiered  in  the  same  cause."    How  exactly  this  corres- 
ponds with  what  we  have  already  taken  from  Bailouts  writings, 
can  be  seen  at  a  single  glance ;  and  these  are  Mr.  Austin*s  views ; 
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he  has  himself  used  language  quite  similar  in  this  discussion,  dis- 
carding the  connection  between  the  death  of  Christ  and  the  justifi- 
cation and  salvation  of  the  sinner.  Moreover,  he  has  recommend- 
ed Mr.  Bailouts  writings  to  this  af^embly,  from  whom  some  of  the 
most  offensive  of  the  above  quotations  are  taken.  And  such  is  the 
uniform  teaching  of  Universalist  writers.  Mr.  Williamson,  in  the 
**  £xpo^tion  of  Universalism,"  makes  the  only  difference  between 
the  death  of  Christ  and  that  of  the  martyr,  consist  in  the  fact  that 
he  died  voluntarily,  without  constraint.  But  on  the  principles  of 
Universalism,  the  death  of  Christ  cannot  claim  even  this  poor  dis- 
tinction, since  many  of  his  ancient  disciples  had  their  election  be- 
tween renouncing  Christianity,  and  martyrdom,  but  voluntarily 
chose  the  latter,  and  met  and  endured  their  suffering*),  too,  with 
much  more  patience  and  firmness  than  Christ  did ;  they  rejoiced — 
triumphed  in  their  sufferings  and  death,  but  Christ  discovered  tre- 
pidation— cried  out,  *'  Father,  if  it  be  possible,  let  this  cup  pass  from 
me ! ! !" 

No  wonder  that  Universalists  generally,  repudiate  the  ordinan- 
ces of  Christianity — Baptism  and  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Sup- 
per. To  be  baptized  in  the  name  of  Christ,  or  to  observe  the  Sa- 
crament in  commemoration  of  the  death  of  Christ,  would  be  "  car- 
rying the  joke  too  far  ^^  They  could  just  as  consistently  observe 
these  ordinances  in  honor  of  raul,  or  any  other  Apostle.  And  yet 
these  gentlemen  wish  to  be  acknowledged  as  Christian  ministers, 

id  have  their  followers  acknowledged  as  a  Christian  denomina' 

on  ///    But  this  question  is  settled  by  Paul,  (2  Cor.  vi.  15,) 

What  concord  hath  Christ  with  Belial?    Or  what  part  hath  ht 

lat  believeth  with  an  infidel  ?*' 

I  confess  I  am  shocked  at  these  impious  and  blasphemous  sen- 
timents. I  can  scarcely  restrain  my  feelings  while  reading  them. 
Has  it  come  to  this  ?  the  death  and  blood  of  Christ  degraded  as  a 
common  thing  ! !  Has  it  come  to  this,  blessed  Jesus,  that  men 
whom  thou  has  redeemed  with  thy  most  "  precious  blood,"  whose 
sins  thou  has  borne  "in  thy  own  body  on  the  tree,"  should,  like 
Herod  and  his  men  of  war.  set  thee  at  naught  and  mock  thee  ?  If 
this  be  not  treading  uuder  foot  the  blood  of  the  Son  of  God,  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  know  what  is.  "  0  my  soul,  come  not  thou  into  their 
secret,  and  to  their  assembly,  mine  honor,  be  not  thou  united  .'*  We 
have  now  brought  out  with  sufficient  plainness,  the  gentlenaan's 
motive,  in  repudiating  the  death  of  Christ,  and  building  his  argu- 
ment only  on  his  mission. 

Mr.  Austin  argues  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  men 
from  the  **  presence  of  God  in  all  men:*  It  is  based  on  (1  Cor.  xv. 
24-28.) — "  Then  cometh  the  end,  when  he  shall  have  delivered 
up  the  kingdom  to  God,  even  the  Father :  when  he  shall  have  put 
down  all  rule  and  all  authority  and  powtr.  For  he  must  reign 
until  he  hath  put  all  enemies  under  his  feet  The  last  enemy  that 
shall  bo  destroyed  is  death.    •    •    •    *    And  when  ail  things 
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•klU  be  Mbdae^  unto  him,  then  «h«Il  the  Son  also  hiroeelf  be 
««bject  aato  hin  that  put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  may  be 
mU  in  mIL**  My  iriend^s  dependence  is  mainly  on  this  last  clause, 
**  that  God  may  be  all  in  alf.*'  The  argument  is — if  God  is  in  all, 
«11  most  be  finally  hol^  and  hapny.  An  analysis  of  this  text,  will 
•how  at  onee  the  futility  of  the  tiniversalist  conclusion.  Taken  as 
a  whole,  k  sets  forth  the  mediatorial  reign  of  Christ — its  object  and 
its  terminatioR.    Its  several  Darts  may  be  explained  thus : 

1.  The  end  here  spoken  of  is  the  termination  of  the  mediatorial 
kingdom  of  Christ,  when  he  shall  vacate  tbe  throne  of  Mediator, 
and  assume  the  office  of  Judge.  Acts  xvii.  31*. — *'  God  hath  ap- 
pointed a  day  in  the  which  he  will  judge  the  world  in  righteousness, 
by  that  man  whom  he  hath  ordained,'*  &c. 

2.  To  put  down  all  rule,  and  authority,  and  power,  is  to  assert 
and  maintain  bis  spiritual  reign  in  opposition  to  all  his  foes— defeat 
tbe  purposes  of  his  enemies,  and  overcome  and  destroy  those  who 
will  not  submit  to  his  spiritual  control.  (Ps.  ex.  1.) — **  The  Lord 
aaid  unto  my  Lord,  eit  thou  at  my  right  hand,  until  I  make  thine 
enemies  thy  footstool."  This  is  farther  explained  by  (Heb.  i,  13, 
and  X.  13.)— «  From  henceforth  expecting^,  till  his  enemies  be  made 
his  footstool."  This  mode  of  expression  is  taken  from  the  practice 
of  warlike  kings,  who  plac^  their  feet  upon  the  neck  of  conquered 
foe* :  rather  a  singular  way  to  represent  the  holiness  and  happi- 
ness of  all  men. 

3.  The  destruction  of  death  is  effected  by  the  physical  power  of 
God  in  the  resurrection  of  the  bodj. 

4.  By  the  Son  being  in  subjection,  and  God  bemg  oil  in  aU,  we 
understand,  that  there  shall  be  no  longer  a  separate  or  distinct 

fovemmenl  for  the  Son,  but  his  authority  as  king  and  ruler,  shall 
e  absorbed  in  the  general  administration  of  Jehovah.    To  explain 
the  last  words,  *'  God  shall  be  all  in  all,**  we  refer  to  Colossians 
iii.  11,  where  it  is  said,  *' Christie  all  in  all."    But  all  were  not 
saved  by  Christ,  though  he  was  all  in  all.    The  language  simply 
Bieans,  that  he  is  the  only  Savior,  tbe  spiritual  Ruler  of  all  men ;  and 
those  who  believe  in  him,  whether  Jew  or  Gentile,  are  one  ir 
Christ    So  in  the  text  under  consideration,  "  God  shall  be  all 
all" — means  he  is  the  Creator,  and  sole  Grovernor,  and  Judge  of 
men,  to  whom  he  will  render  finally,  **acording  to  their  work 
**  To  them  who  by  patient  continuance  in  well  doing  seek  for  glc 
and  honor,  and  wunortality :  eternal  life.    But  to  them  that 
contentions,  and  do  not  obey  the  truth,  but  obey  unrighteousne 
indignation  and  wrath,  tribulation  and  anguish,  upon  every  sou. 
man  that  doeth  evil,  of  the  Jew  first  and  also  of  tbe  Gentile." — (Ro 
ii.  7.)    When  will  this  riehteous  retribution  be  awarded  ?  The  16, 
verse  informs  us — **  In  tne  day  when  God  shall  judf^e  the  secret 
of  men,  6y  Jesus  Christ,  according  to  my  gospel."    Does  this  look 
like  the  enemtable,  unconditional  salvation  of  all  men  ? 
Mr.  Austin  has  given  us  an  argument  drawn  from  the  commands 
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fl/  God^  which  he  argaes  have  the  force  of  promises.  Henee,  wiiea 
God  commands  all  men  by  saying,  '*  thoa  shalt  lore  the  Lord  thj 
God  with  all  thy  heart,"  it  is  to  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  a  j»nom- 
i$e  or  pledge^  that  all  men  shall  love  God  with  all  the  heart.  Bat 
if  all  men  love  Crod,  all  men  will  be  holy  and  happy,  h  is  an  easy 
task  to  show  that  this  argument  is  self-contradictory,  and  in  other 
respects  unsound.  In  a  former  speech  I  corrected  the  gentleman's 
misrepresentation  of  Wesley  on  this  point.  God's  commands  have 
the  force  of  a  promise,  no  otherwise^  than  as  they  imply  that  those 
who  desigfi,  and  aim  to  do  his  will,  shall  be  graciously  fuTBished 
with  power  to  obey  his  commands.  Mr.  Austin  a»$vme$  that  every 
command  is  an  absolute  and  unconditional  promise,  fiut  this  idea 
contradicts  the  very  nature  of  a  command.  A  command  supposea 
obligation  to  obey ;  obli^ption  to  obey,  supposes  power  to  disobey — 
and  power  to  disobey,  is  inconsistent  with  an  absolute  promiee  or 
pledge  that  obedience  shaU  follow.  There  can  be  no  power  in  man 
to  violate  an  absolute  pledge  of  Almighty  God ;  hence,  in  regard  to 
such  pledge  or  promise,  there  can  be  no  moral  obligation,  and  no 
command.    Thus  the  argument  destroys  itself. 

Moreover,  how  does  tne  argument  agree  with  facts  f  God  com- 
mands many  things,  with  equal  plainness,  which  are  not  observed, 
such  as,  *'  thou  shalt  not  steal** — **  thou  shalt  not  kilL*'  These 
commands  are  adapted  to  this  life,  and  by  many  are  never  regarded 
with  favor,  and  with  respect  to  them  the  command  of  God  is  never 
obeyed.  The  world  is  full  of  such  facts,  all  of  which  refute  Mr. 
Austin's  conclusion. 

Finally,  if  the  command  of  God  that  men  should  love  him,  impo« 
ses  on  them  the  necessity  of  obedience,  why  do  not  all  men  love 
him  now  ?  The  command  is  as  plain  and  absolute  now,  as  it  ever 
will  be :  we  can  have,  from  the  command  itself,  no  assurance  that 
it  will  be  more  efficacious  hereafter,  than  it  is  now :  but  it  does  not 
secure  its  own  fulfillment  in  this  life — Whence,  if  oar  only  security, 
for  final  holiness  and  happiness,  arises  from  the  command  of  GM 
in  itself  considered,  the  inference  must  be  anything  but  favorable 
to  the  salvation  of  the  whole  human  family. — [7tm«  expired, 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  BUBVKNTH  SPKICH.] 

Messrs.  Moderators.' — ^Before  proceeding  to  notice  the  objee- 
tions  urged  by  Elder  Holmes,  I  will  introduce  the  last  two  Ajqga- 
ments  I  shall  offer  on  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  My  Eigk^ 
teenth  Argument  is  drawn  from  several 

ANTITHETICAL  PABSAGES  OP  SCRXPTmiE. 
PBoronTiOHr— The  Scriptoces  declare  that  whatever  imperfection,  disability  or 
eril,  God  may  hare  eabjected  hie  creatores  to  in  this  life,  he  will,  in  due  time,  de- 
liver them  from,  throngh  the  instrumentality  or  Christ, 

Pboof. — ^That  the  Creator  should,  on  the  plain  principles  of  equi- 
vs  mankind  from  any  disadvantage  to  which  he  has  Tolunta- 
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rily  exposed  then,  I  hare  already  shown  in  my  aigoment  from  the 
Justice  of  God.  It  requires  bat  a  common  estimation  of  right  and 
wrong,  to  recognize  the  correctness  of  this  position.  The  Bible 
fully  sustains  it  in  many  passages  framed  in  the  form  of  anttthetis, 
where  one  thing  is  set  over  against,  or  to  balance,  another.  The 
following  passages  may  be  classed  under  this  head : 

*•  As  we  hare  borne  the  image  of  the  earfky,  we  shall  also  bear 
the  image  of  the  heavenly." — (1  Cor.  xv.  49.)  Here  one  event 
Kalances  the  other.  Who  have  borne  the  image  of  the  earthy  ? 
AU  men — all  that  have  bodies  of  flesh  and  blood.  There,  all  men 
will  bear  the  image  of  the  heavenly.  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says : — 
**  The  comparison  most  evidently  is  between  the  state  of  man  in 
this  mortal  life,  and  bis  state  after  the  resurrection.  Here  all  men 
are  corrupt  and  mortal ;  and  here  all  men  die.  Then  all  men  are 
incorrupt  and  immortal ;  and  whether  holy  or  unholy,  shall  be  eter- 
nally immortal." — (Dr.  C.  on  1  Cor.  xv.  49.)  What  stronger  evi- 
dencfi  can  be  required  to  prove  the  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
mankind  ?  In  the  resurrection  state  all  will  be  incorruptible  and 
immortal,  and  shall  bear  the  glorious  image  of  Christ,  the  Son  of 
God.  To  say  that  creatures  who  are  incorruptible,  immortal,  glo- 
rious and  heavenly,  are  still  unholy  and  wretched,  would  be  ut- 
tering the  sheerest  nonsense. 

'<  As  in  Adam  ail  die,  even  so  in  Christ  shall  all  be  made  alive." 
— (1  Cor.  XV.  22.)  Mark  the  antithesis.  The  one  declaration  is 
made  to  cover  the  same  ground,  and  to  possess  the  same  weight,  as 
the  other.  All  that  is  lost  in  Adam,  is  restored  in  Christ.  And 
the  restoration  is  as  certain  to  be  experienced  by  all  men,  as  the 
loss  has  been  endured  by  them.  Whatever  death  ail  may  have 
sirfiered  in  Adam — whether  physical,  or  moral,  or  both — they  will 
all  be  delivered  from  it,  by  being  made  alive  in  Christ.  How  ab- 
surd then  to  speak  of  ETERNAL  death.  The  Bible  uses  no  suck 
words,  and  inculcates  no  such  sentiment  Remember,  all  men  are 
to  be  made  alive  in  Christ.  What  will  be  the  moral  condition  of 
those  made  alive  in  Christ?  "  If  any  man  he  in  Christ,  he  is  a 
new  creature.  Old  things  are  passed  away :  behold  all  things  are 
become  new." — (2  Cor.  v.  17. )  All  are  to  belnade  alive  in  Christ, 
and  hence  all  will  become  new  creatures.  How  conclusive  and 
satisfactory  is  this  argument. 

It  is  in  vain  to  say  that  Christ  was  speaking  only  of  the  resur- 
rection of  the  rirhteous.  Have  none  but  the  righteous  died  in  Ad* 
am  ?  Besides,  Dr.  Adam  Clarke,  as  we  have  seen  in  the  quotation 
just  made,  acknowledges  St.  Paul  was  speaking^  in  reference  to  the 
resurrection  of  all  men,  in  this  chapter.  It  will  be  equally  una- 
vailing to  quote  the  next  verse — •*  But  every  man  in  his  own  or- 
der.** This  but  refers  to  the  order  of  ftms,  in  which  all  shall  be 
made  alive  in  Jesus.  It  does  not  contradict  the  fact  just  uttered, 
that  ALL  shall  be  made  alive  in  Christ ! ! 
*^  If  through  the  offence  of  one,  many  [ot  jio/Zot— thb  many — 
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all]  be  dead ;  much  more  the  grace  of  God  .'and  the'gift  by  grace, 
which  is  by  one  man,  Jesus  Christ,  hath  abounded  upto  many.^' — 
(Rom.  V.  15.)  In  regard  to  the  word  *•  many,"  Dr.  Clarke  says — 
**  that  the  *  oi  polloit*  the  *  many'  of  the  Apostle,  here  means  all 
mankind,  needs  no  proof  to  any  but  that  person  who  finds  himself 
qualified  to  deny  that  all  men  are  mortal." 

'*  As  by  the  offence  of  one,  judgment  came  upon  all  men  to  con- 
demnation ;  even  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one,  the  free  gift  came 
upon  all  men  unto  justification  of  life.'^ — (Rom.  y.  18.)  In  these 
two  passages  it  will  be  seen  that  the  antithesis  is  equally  balanced 
and  perfect.    It  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  weight  of  this  testimony 

foes,  what  was  the  nature  of  the  offence,  whereby  all  men  were 
rou^ht  into  condemnation.     And  it  is  equally  immaterial,  what 
the  riffhteousness  of  the  one  may  be,  through  whom  alt  men  are 
brought  unto  justification  of  life.     The  great  Truth  which  is  as- 
serted and  reiterated  again  and  again,  is  that  the  same  number  and 
the  same  beings,  who  were  brought  into  condemnation  by,  the 
offence  of  one,  shall  be  brought  unto  justification  of  life,  by 
the  righteousness  of  one.    And  as  it  is  allowed  that  all  men  are 
^ought  into  condemnation,  it  must  necessaiily  be  conceded  thai 
men  vviil  be  brought  to  justification  of  life. 
For  as  by  one  man's  disobedience  many  [ot  poUoi — all  men] 
i  made  sinners;  so  by  the  obedience  of  one,  shall  many  [oi 
n — ALL  mkn]  be  made  righteous." — (Rom.  v.  19.)    Here  it  is 
ivelij  asserted  that  ALL  MEN  shall  be  made  righteous  through 
obedience  of  Christ.    Where  is  there  any  ground  for  debating 
question  further,  if  we  are  disposed  to  give  the  least  weight  to 
solemn  declarations  of  God's  word ! !     Dr.  Clarke  says :    **It 
Host  evident  that  the  same  peisons  are  referred  to,  in  both  clauses 
the  15lh  verse."    The  Doctor  ridicules  the  idea  that  the  same 
imber  who  experienced  the  loss,  will  not  experience  the  gain. 
ie  thinks  if  Calvinism  was  true,  i.  e.  if  but  part  of  mankind  are 
^o  be  made  ri^^hteous,  then  St.  Paul's  language  should  read  as  fol- 
lows :     **  As  by  the  offence  of  one,  judgment  came  upon  all  men 
to  condemnation;  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one,  the  free  gift 
came  upon  some  to  justification.''    <^  As  by  one  man's  disobedience, 
many  were  made  sinners,  so  by  the  obedience  of  one  shall  some  be 
made  righteous."     *^  As  in  Adam  all  die,  so  in  Christ  shall  some 
be  made  alive."     «« But,"  adds  Dr.  C,  •«  neither  the  doctrine  [that 
but  a  part  shall  be  made   alive  and  made  righteous]  nor  the  thing 
ever  entered  the  soul  of  this  divinely  inspired  man."    Then  of 
course,  the  doctrine  zxiA  the  thing  taught  by  St.  Paul,  was  that  all 
MANKIND  shall  be  made  alive  and  righteous  in  Christ !     There  is 
no  avoiding  this  conclusion  ! ! 

"  Moreover  the  law  entered,  that  the  offence  might  abound ;  but 
where  sin  abounded,  grace  did  MUCH  MOR£  abound.  That  as 
sin  hath  reigned  unto  death,  even  so  might  grace  reign  through 
righteousness,  unto  eternal  life,  by  Jcsut  Christ  our  Lord.''-!-(Rom. 
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T.  20 — 21.)  Here  the  ains  of  all  the  world  are  put  into  one  side  of 
the  Antithetical  scales,  and  the  Grace  of  God  into  the  other.  What 
is  the  result?  Does  Sin  weigh  down  Grace,  or  even  balance  it? 
No;  the  Grace  far  outwcipjhs  the  Sin.  The  Apostle  declares  Je- 
hovah's Grace  to  be  MUCH  MORE  than  the  sins  of  men!! 
Upon  what  principle,  then,  can  it  be  maintained  that  Sin  shall  so 
infinitely  preponderate  over  Grace,  as  to  perpetuate  its  existence 
and  its  triumph  forever ! !  According  to  my  opponenfs  doctrine, 
the  grace  of  God  is  but  as  a  feather,  when  placed  in  the  balance 
ag^amst  the  mountain  weight  of  human  sin !  To  correspond  with 
this  belief,  or  grant  it  any  support,  the  Apostle  should  have  penned 
his  language  ihus:  "Where  sin  abounded,  grace  did  MUCH 
LESS  abound.  That  as  sin  hath  reigned  unto  death,  in  respect  to 
the  vast  majority  of  mankind,  plunging  them  into  endless  wrath, 
even  so  might  grace  reign  toward  a  meagre  few,  and  by  great  ex- 
ertions get  them  into  heaven  !** 

Dr.  Clarke,  in  summing  up  his  remarks  on  these  passages, 
breaks  forth  into  the  following  strain  of  triumphant  exultation,  in 
which  I  most  heartily  unite  with  him:  •*Thus  we  find,  that  the 
salvation  from  sin  here,  is  as  extensive  and  complete^  as  the  guilt 
and  contamination  of  sin.  Death  is  conquered,  hell  disappointed, 
the  devil  confounded,  and  sin  TOTALLY  DESTROYED ! !"  If 
Dr.  C.  does  not  teach  Universal  Salvation  here,  in  what  possible 
sense  can  he  be  understood  ?  These  Antithetical  passages  of  scrip- 
ture, aSbrd  a  most  conclusive  argument  in  support  of  the  final  sal- 
Tation  of  all  mankind.  Let  fUder  Holmes  overthrow  it,  or  even 
weaken  it,  if  he  can ! 

My  Nineteenth  Argument  is  drawn  from 

DIRECT  SCRIPTURE  EVIDENCE. 
PROPOSiTxoic.—The  Bcriptnret  distinctly  and  pMitivvly  asMrt  Um  final  holinMS 
and  happiness  of  all  mankind. 

Proof. — There  are  still  many  passages  of  scripture  which  sup- 
port the  affirmative  of  this  question,  that  I  cannot  do  better  than 
Driog  together  in  one  body. 

1.  **  There  is  no  God  else  besides  me ;  a  just  God  and  a  Savior 
There  is  none  besides  me.    Look  unto  me,  and  be  ye  saved,  a' 
the  ends  of  the  earth ;  for  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none  else. 
have  sworn  by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth  in  rig^ 
•oosness,  and  shall  not  return.  That  unto  me  every  knee  sc 
bow,  and  every  tongue  shall  swear.    Surely  shall  say.  In  the  L 
have  I  righteousness  and  strength.    Even  to  him  shall  men  con 
and  all  that  are  incensed  against  him  shall  be  ashamed." — (1 
zlv.  21  — 24.)    Elder  Holmes  noticed  this  passage  in  his  last  speec 
and  made  an  tSort  to  destroy  the  meaning  which  lies  on  its  vei 
face,  and  to  force  upon  it  an  interpretation  totally /orezgn^o  th. 
intention  of  the  divine  writer.     He  says,  it  was  uttered  by  the 
Prophet  to  denote  the  general  spread  of  the  gospel.    This  is  very 
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true.  It  declares  the  gospel  shall  mread  so  geMrtMVy  as  to  nadi 
all  men,  and  cause  all  to  bow  the  knee  of  willing  obedience,  and 
confess  with  exulUng  joy,  that  in  the  Lord  they  have  righteousness 
and  strength !  Moreover,  he  contends  that  so  far  as  the  extent  of 
salvation  is  involved,  all  the  passage  teaches  is  that  every  individ- 
ual shall  have  an  opportunity  to  be  saved !  Surelj^,  the  Most  High 
used  remarkable  language  to  express  such  an  idea.  When  he 
says  "  every  knee  shall  bow — wery  tongue  shall  confess — shall 
SURELY  say,  in  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and  strength" — the 
Creator  only  meant  that  every  knee  shall  have  an  opportunitt  to 
bow — that  every  tongue  should  have  an  opportunity  to  confess, 
that  in  the  Lord  they  have  righteousness  and  strength  ! !  How 
long  would  such  an  exposition  of  language  stand  the  test  of  criti- 
cism in  a  court  of  law,  or  before  any  authority  competent  to  de- 
cide the  meaning  of  words  ?  Not  a  moment.  To  insist  that  the 
passage  only  means  all  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  bow  the  knee, 
and  confess  with  the  tongue,  is  ^ving  but  a  portion  of  the  great 
truth  conveyed  by  Divine  inspiration.  It  goes  farther,  and  asserts 
that  all  shail,  in  due  time,  improve  this  opportunity,  and  actually 
and  willingly  bow  the  knee  of  obedience,  and  exultingly  confess 
that  in  the  Lord  they  have  righteousness  and  strength ! 

The  Eider  also  informs  us  that  the  word  one,  in  our  English  ver- 
sion— (**  surely  shall  one  say,") — was  added  by  the  translators,  to 
make  sense  of  the  passage.  If  this  was  their  object,  they  utterly 
failed ;  for  instead  of  sense,  it  makes  perfect  monsgnsc  of  the  en- 
tire connection !  There  never  was  a  word  more  arbitrarily  or 
foolishly  thrust  into  a  place  where  it  did  not  belong !  Of  all  that 
**  look  to  God  and  are  saved*'— of  all  that  bow  the  knee,  and  con- 
fess with  the  tongue — will  there  surely  be  but  one  creature  that 
can  say,  **  in  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and  strength  ?"  What 
propriety  is  there  in  maintaimng  that  the  word  **on€i^  should 
be  added  to  denote  Christ?  Will  there  be  no  one  in  the  uni- 
verse but  Jesus,  who  can  say  *'  in  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness 
and  strength  ?''  Will  all  the  rest  of  created  beings  be  plunged  in-  . 
to  unrighteousness  an^  helplessness?  According  to  my  friend's 
Trinitarian  notions,  Christ  is  the  very  God  himself !  What  propri- 
ety or  sense  is  there  in  representing  one  infinite  portion  of  the  Grod- 
head  as  saying  that  it  has  righteousness  and  strength  in  another 
infinite  portion  of  the  Godhead  ?  Mr.  Holmes  insists  that  the  last 
verse  in  the  chapter — **  In  the  Lord  shall  all  the  seed  of  Israel  be 
justified  and  shall  glory" — shows  that  the  promise  was  designed 
to  be  confined  to  but  a  portion  of  mankind,  the  '*  spiritual  seed  of 
Israel" — that  is,  I  suppose,  modern  partialists/  Here  is  another 
instance  of  the  theological  tergiversation  for  which  my  friend  is 
becominfl;  eminent.  So  far  from  conveying  any  such  idea,  the  true 
intent  oi  the  last  verse,  is  to  confirm  the  universality  which  runs 
through  the  whole  of  this  remarkable  prophecy.  The  inspired 
penman,  in  that  verse,  designed  to  assure  the  Israelites  that  their 
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Med,  their  deeeendents,  altboogh  becomiDg  so  cornipt  as  eTentn^- 
ly  to  be  cast  off  as  the  people  of  God,  were  still  included  in  the 
{Mirpose  of  Jehovah  to  bring  all  his  creatures  to  bow  before  him  in 
righteoosness  and  strength.  This  view  is  corroborated  by  the  lan- 
guage of  St.  Paul—"  I  would  not,  brethren,  that  ye  should  be  ig- 
norant of  this  mystery,  •  •  •  •  thai  blindness  in  part,  is 
happened  to  Israel,  until  the  fullkcss  of  the  Gentiles  be  come  in. 
And  so  ALL  Ibrael  shall  be  saved  .''—(Rom.  xi.  25,  26.) 

I  would  request  the  audience  to  reflect  maturely  upon  the  pas- 
sage under  consideration.  It  will  be  seen  that  it  was  uttered  to 
illustrate  the  perfect  Sovereignty  of  the  Almighty.  He  is  God,  and 
there  is  none  else !  To  show  that  •»  he  doeth  his  will  in  heaven 
and  on  earth,"  he  declares  his  great  purpose  to  save  "  all  the  ends 
of  the  earth !"  He  makes  oath  that  "  every  knee  shall  bow  in 
obedience  to  him,  and  every  tongue  shall  surely  confess  and  say, 
that  in  him  they  have  righteousness  and  strength."  And  to  show 
that  this  universal  subjection  will  not  be  a  forced,  but  a  toil' 
Ung  yielding  of  obedience  and  love,  he  asserts  that  *'  aU  incensed 
against  him,  [God,]  shall  be  ashamed !"  All  who  have  been  dis- 
obedient, shall  be  brought  to  see  the  perfections,  the  excellencies, 
and  mercies  of  the  Deity,  in  a  light  so  glorious,  that  they  shall  be 
ASHAMED  of  having  sinned  against  a  government  so  wise  and 
perfect,  and  a  Father  so  good  and  provident.  And  this  sense  of 
shame,  will  onlv  make  them  the  more  anxious  and  faithful  in 
yielding  the  high  homa|^  of  their  souls,  and  the  purest  love  of 
their  hearts,  to  the  gracious  Giver  of  all  good ! ! 

Friends,  ought  we  not  to  believe  this  language  of  the  inspired  pro- 
phet ?  Ought  we  not  to  believe  a  plain  and  simple  declaration  of 
God  ?  But  when,  in  view  of  the  gTeaXfaitfilessness  of  man's  heart, 
Jehovah  condescends  to  couch  his  declarations  in  the  form  of  an 
OATH,  ought  we  not  to  believe  him?  When  he  solemnly  swears 
*'  by  himself,  because  he  could  swear  by  none  greater,"  that  all 
men  shall  bow  in  obedience  before  him,  and  shall  SURELY  say, 
that  in  him  they  have  righieoutness  and  strength,  who  will  pre- 
sumptuously assert  that  his  words  will  never  prove  true?  Or 
who,  asserting  this,  can  with  the  slightest  propriety,  claim  to  be  a 
behever  in  the  holy  scriptures  ? 

2.  ^^O  thou  that  hearest  prayer,  unto  thee  shall  all  flesh  come. 
*  *  *  *  As  for  our  transgressions,  thou  shalt  purse  them 
awBy.^-^CPs.  Ixv.  2,  3.)  This  declaration  is  pUUn  and  foeitive! 
It  asserts,  in  so  many  words,  that  all  /es4— all  men — shall  come 
to  God !  And  that  they  shall  come  to  him  in  obedience  and  grati- 
tude, is  evident  from  the  assertion  of  the  last  clause,  that  their  ini- 
quities shall  be  ^purged  away,  by  him  to  whom  they  shall  come  ! 
Let  ray  friend  obtain  any  other  meaning  from  this  passage. 

3.  *'  The  Lord  is  merciful  and  gracious,  slow  to  anger,  and  nlen» 
teoQs  in  mercy.  He  will  not  always  chide ;  neither  will  he  keep 
Jiis  anger  f(»ever." — (Ps.  ciii.  8»  9.)    If  this  passaft.i^i^ill^ii 
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Universalism  is  true,  and  the  affirmative  of  this  question  is  estab- 
lished. I  know  Eider  Holmes  virtually  denies  the  truth  of  this 
declaration  of  the  Bible,  by  insisting  that  the  Lord  is  quick  to  an- 

fer,  and  limited  in  mercy,  and  that  he  iffill  always  chide,  and  toill 
eep  his  anger  forever  ! !  But  this  denial  only  makes  it  neces- 
sary for  the  audience  to  choose  between  God*s  word,  and  the  word 
of  an  erring,  short-sighted  mortal. 

4.  **  £very  valley  shall  be  exalted,  and  every  mountain  and  hill 
shall  be  made  low ;  and  the  crooked  shall  be  made  straight,  and 
the  rough  places  plain.  And  the  glory  of  the  Lord  shall  be  reveal- 
ed, and  all  flesh  shall  see  it  together.  For  the  mouth  of  the  Lord 
hath  spoken  it.*' — (Isa.  xl.  4,  5  )  Here  is  an  eloquent  description 
of  the  gathering  of  all  souls  around  the  throne  of  Grod,  to  behold 
his  glory  and  rejoice  in  his  love.  To  represent  the  removal  of 
every  obstacle  that  could  prevent  the  accomplishment  of  a  purpose 
80  sreat  and  good,  the  Prophet  describes  it  as  the  filling  up  of  the 
Talleys.the  levelling  of  the  hills  and  mountains,  making  the  crook- 
ed straight,  and  the  rough  places  smooth  !  Thus  a  Great  High- 
way shall  be  prepared,  on  which  the  Lord  will  move  on  to  the 
complete  fulfillment  of  his  gracious  design  to  restore  and  save  all 
men.  The  phraseology  of  the  passage  isoeautifuU^ut  the  Truth 
it  proclaims  is  still  more  beautiful  and  sublime.  It  is,  indeed, 
"like  apples  of  gold,  in  pictures  of  silver."    But  mv  opponent 

annot  n^ree  with  the  Prophet  of  God.     He  does  not  believe  the 
alleys  shall  be  filled  up,  nor  the  mountains  made  low,  nor  the 
rooked  be  made  straight,  nor  the  rough  places  smooth.     In  other 
vords,  he  does  not  believe  the  obstacles  which  he  imagines  pre- 
sents Jehovah  from  completing  his  great  design  to  bring  all  his 
children  to  i-epentance  and  happiness,  will  or  can  ever  be  removed. 
He,  and  those  who  sympathize  with  him,  in  their  unbelief  and 
faithlessness,  fancy  there  are  impassable  gulfs  and  inaccessible 
mountains,  which  hedge  up  the  way  of  the  Almighty,  and  will 
forever  prevent  his  going  forth  to  victory  in  his  divine  purpose  to 
bring  to  holiness  and  heaven  the  great  race  of  man.     Had  they 
but  faitk,  **  even  as  a  grain  of  mustard  seed,*'  they  would  see  the 
Arm  of  Omnipotence  removing  every  obstacle,  and  a  broad  gath 
opened  for  the  grand  consummation  of  ALL  the  Divine  rut- 
poses  !    How  ardently  should  they  utter  the  prayer  of  the  Apos- 
tles :     **  Lord,  increase  our  faith !"— (Luke  xvii.  5.) 

5.  *'  I  will  not  contend  forever,  neither  will  I  be  always  wroth ; 
for  the  spirit  should  fail  before  me,  and  the  souls  which  I  have 
made." — (Isa.  Ivii.  16.)  I  ask  Elder  Holmes  the  meaning  of  this 
passage  of  scripture.  It  asserts,  in  so  many  words,  that  the  Lord 
WILL  NOT  CONTEND  FOREVER ! ! !— neither  will  he  he  AL- 
WAYS wroth ! ! !  Yet  my  opponent  believes,  and,  on  the  next 
question,  he  will  arise  here,  and  insist  bv  the  hour,  that  the  Lord 
WILL  contend  forever,  and  WILL  be  always  wroth  !  Our  hear- 
ers are  in  duty  bound  to  determine  in  their  own  minds,  where  the 
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TRUTH  lies  on  this  subject.  They  must  decide  whether  God  spoke 
troth  when  he  said  *•  I  WILL  NOT  contend  /ortfver"— or  whether 
Elder  Holmes  is  to  belieyed  in  contradicting  Jehovah,  and  declar- 
ing that  he  WILL  contend  forever ! ! ! 

6.  **  The  Lord  will  not  cast  off  forever.  Bat  though  he  cause 
grief,  yet  will  he  have  compassion  according  to  the  multitude  of 
his  mercies.  For  he  doth  not  afflict  willingly,  nor  grieve  the  chil- 
dren of  raen.^' — (Lam.  iii.  31-33.)  Do  you  believe  this  declaration, 
Br.  Holmes?  Do  you,  Gentlemen  Aloderators?  And  you,  re- 
spected audience  ?  If  you  do,  I  extend  to  you  all,  the  Right  Hand 
of  Fellowship,  as  ^believers  in  the  salvation  of  all  mankind,  and 
rejoice  that  you  have  entered  into  the  enjoyment  of  a  sentiment  so 
rich  in  satisfaction  and  peace ! !  But  if  you  do  not  believe  this 
language  of  the  Prophet,  then  you  have  an  account  to  settle  with 
the  Most  High,  for  casting  aside  his  revealed  purpose,  and  refu- 
sing to  receive  one  of  the  most  positive  declarations  of  the  Bible ! ! 
And  here,  precisely,  is  the  spot  where  friend  Holmes  and  the  par- 
tialist  clergy  stand.  Alas !  that  I  am  compelled  to  say  it,  of  a  class 
of  men,  who  profess  to  be  the  Ambassadors  of  God.  Instead  of 
receiving,  believing  and  proclaiming  God^s  word,  as  it  was  dicta- 
ted by  the  Most  High,  and  recorded  by  the  pen  of  Inspiration — 
they  go  forth  to  deny  and  overthrow  that  word  !  Instead  of  re- 
peating to  the  people  one  of  the  most  glorious  announcements  con- 
tained in  the  scriptures— "  The  Urd  WILL  NOT  CAST  OFF 
FOREVER  !'*— they  declare  and  insist,  that  the  Lord  WILL  cast 
off  forever ! !  Thus,  for  the  sake  of  supporting  a  theory  which  is 
infinitely  dishonorable  to  God,  and  abhorrent  to  the  human  heart, 
they  ruthlessly  trample  the  Recorded  Truth  of  the  Eternal  under 
foot,  and  cast  the  awful  stigma  of  FALSEHOOD  on  their  Creator ! ! 
Can  an  instance  be  shown  where  a  partialist  clergyman  ever  quo- 
ted in  public  the  declaration — *'  The  Lord  will  not  cast  off  forever*' 
— except  to  give  it  a  fiat  contradiction,  and  deny  the  doctrine  that 
necessarily  flows  from  it  ? 

In  turning  to  the  New  Testament,  we  shall  find  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  mankind,  equally 
plain,  positive  and  satisfactory. 

7.  '*  The  Son  of  Man  is  come  to  seek  and  to  save  that  which 
iras  lost." — (Luke  xix.  10.)  Mv  brother  Holmes  will  make  no 
difiicolty  in  allowing  the  truth  of  the  first  clause  of  this  sentence. 

.  liere  he  will  meet  and  agree  with  me.  But  will  he  allow  the  truth 
of  the  latter  clause  of  the  passage  ?  If  he  will,  then  we  shall  be 
perfectly  united  !  !  So  far  as  we  are  concerned,  the  Lion  and  the 
JLamb  will  lie  down  together  in  peace  and  love,  and  war  and  strife 
0hall  end.  And  we  shall  be  uuited  precisely  at  the  point  toward 
'^nrhich  all  theologians  are  tending,  viz:  that  Christ  will  finally 
complete  all  he  came  to  do.  I  had  strong  hopes  at  the  commence- 
ment of  this  discussion,  that  my  friend  and  myself  would  get  very 
jietiX  together,  if  not  become  perfectly  united,  before  its  close. 
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We  haye  alresdy  approached  so  cloeeiy,  that  be  believes  one  half 
of  a  declaration,  of  which  I  believe  the  whole/  He  believes  Christ 
came  to  **ieek*'  the  lost.  I  believe  that  he  came  both  to  **9eek^ 
and  to  "  SAVE'*  the  lostf  May  I  not  indulge  the  hope  that  the 
Elder  will  progress  in  his  knowledge  of  the  truth,  and  enlarge  his 
faith  in  the  Redeemer,  until  he  enters  into  the  belief,  that  Christ 
came  to  seek  and  to  save  the  lost ! !  Why  should  he  not  admit  the 
truth  of  the  la^t  declaration,  as  well  as  of  the  first  ?  As  plainly 
and  emphatically  as  Jesus  declared  he  came  to  seek  the  lost,  be 
declared  he  came  to  save  the  lost !  When  partial  doctrines  and 
creeds  are  laid  aside,  it  will  be  seen  by  every' enlightened  mind, 
that  both  assertions  are  of  equal  weight,  and  equally  deserve  to  be 
believed  ! !  Christ  did  not  say  he  came  to  seek,  and  to  TRY  to 
save  the  lost ;  but  absolutely  «« to  SAVE  "  those  he  sought. 

8.  **  Wherefore  God  also  hath  highly  exalted  him,  and  given 
him  a  name  which  is  above  every  name.  That  at  the  name  of  Je- 
sus, every  knee  should  bow,  of  thin^  in  heaven,  and  things  in 
earth,  and  things  under  the  earth  ;  and  that  every  tonffue  should 
confess,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father.** 
— (Phil.  ii.  9 — 11.)  In  this  passage  the  Apostle  teaches  that  uni- 
versal homage  and  obedience  shall  yet  be  paid  to  Christ.  The 
tongue  of  every  being,  both  human  and  angelic,  shall  exultingly 
declare,  that  HE  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father.  That 
the  homage  thus  rendered,  will  be  cheerful  and  willing^  on  the 
part  of  those  from  whom  it  will  proceed,  is  evident  from  the  fact, 
that  it  will  be  to  the  honor  of  Christ,  and  to  the  glory  of  God  !  A 
forced  homage — an  adoration  extorted  from  cringing  slaves — ^ascrip- 
tions of  praise  from  beings  engulpbed  in  sin  and  wretchedness — 
can  neither  be  to  the  honor  of  Christ,  nor  the  glory  of  Gk)d ! !  But 
to  bring  an  entire  race,  by  the  instructions  of  the  gospel,  and  the 
influences  of  the  Holv  Spirit, into  a  condition  where  they  willingly 
and  joyfully  bow  before  the  Redeemer  of  the  world,  and  acknowl- 
edge him  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father,  would  be  a  specta- 
cle the  most  grand  and  glorious,  that  the  human  mind  can  con- 
ceive ! !  This  alone  is  the  honor  and  glory  that  can  be  acceptable 
to  Christ  and  to  God.  And  this  they  will  yet  receive,  if  any  de- 
pendence can  be  placed  on  the  declarations  of  the  Bible. 

9.  '*  It  pleased  the  Father,  that  in  him  [Christ]  should  all  full- 
ness dwell.  And  having  made  peace  through  the  blood  of  his 
cross,  by  him  to  reconcile  all  things  unto  himself.  By  him,  I  say, 
whether  they  be  things  in  earth,  or  things  in  heaven." — (Colos.  i. 
19,  20.)  The  phrase  "all  things,"  Archbishop  Newcome  says,  sig- 
nifies all  intelligent  beings  !  !  The  Methodist  Confession  of  Faith 
makes  a  not  very  trifling  mistake  on  the  subjccfof  reconciliation. 
It  declares  that  Christ  came  to  reconcile  Qod  to  man  !  But  the  Bi- 
ble, in  the  passage  before  us,  and  in  every  other  place  where  the 
subject  is  mentioned,  invariably  teaches  us  that  the  mission  of 
Christ  was  to  reconcile  man  to  God !    St.  Paul  declares  it  to  be 
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God*8  dttermination  to  reconcile  '*  all  thingB*" — or  all  mm — ^to  hiro- 
aelf,  through  Christ.  And  to  accomplish  this  roost  gracious  pur- 
pose, it  pleased  the  Father  to  cause  all  fullness  to  dwell  in  him. 
If  this  was  the  work  Jesus  came  to  perform,  and  if  God  gave  ALL 
FULLNESS  of  POWER  to  perform  it,  wi  1  it  not  be  done  ?  If  my 
friend  says  tiay,  as  his  creed  will  compel  him,  I  would  be  pleased 
to  have  him  inform  us  why  Christ  will  not  perform  so  good  and 
desirable  a  work,  when  he  has  all  fullmss  of  Power  at  nis  com- 
mand, to  enable  him  to  efect  it ! ! 

10.  Jesus  Christ  '*  gave  himself  a  Ransom  for  ALL,  to  be  testi- 
fied in  due  time.*'— (1  Tim.  ii.  6.)  *'  The  Ransomed  of  the  Lord 
shall  return,  and  come  to  Zion,  with  songs,  and  everlasting  joy  up- 
on their  heads.  They  shall  obtain  joy  and  gladness,  and  sorrow 
and  sighing  shall  flee  away." — (Isa.  xxxv.  10.)  I  desire  the  hear- 
er to  reflect  maturely,  upon  these  two  passages.  Who  are  the 
ransomed  of  the  Lord  ?  hi.  Paul  declares  ALL  MEN  are  ransom- 
ed by  Christ  What  will  be  their  ultimate  fate .'  The  Prophet 
teaches  us  that  they  shall  return  to  Zion,  with  songs  and  everlast- 
ing joy  ;  and  that  sorrow  and  sighing  shall  flee  away,  and  become 
annihilated  ! !  How  expressive,  and  how  conclusive  are  these  dec- 
larations of  Holy  Writ,  in  support  of  the  salvation  of  all  men ! 
Yet  my  opponent  must  deny  all  this.  His  relentless  doctrine  will 
drive  him  to  trample  these  declarations  into  the  dust  beneath  his 
feet  It  will  urge  him  to  insist  that  millions  of  souls  whom  he 
will  acknowledge  the  Lord  has  ransomed,  instead  of  returning  to 
Zion  with  songs  of  joy  and  gladness,  will  sink  into  the  pit  of  end- 
less despair,  with  shrieks  of  agony  and  frenzied  curses  on  their 
tongues  forever ! !  But  will  you  believe  the  Prophet  and  the  Apos- 
tle, or  the  Presiding  Elder  ? 

11.  **  We  both  labor  and  suffer  reproach,  because  we  trust  in  the 
living  God,  who  is  the  Savior  of  all  men;  especially  of  those  that 
believe." — (1  Tim.  iv.  10.)     In  noticing  this  passage,  in  his  sev- 
enth Negative  Argument,  Mr.  Holmes  insisted  it  could  afford  no 
proof  that  God  wul  save  all  men,  because  all  are  not  saved  in  this 
life,  and  according  to  Universalism,  (he  asserts,)  there  is  nothing 
from  which  they  can  be  saved  hereafter !    The  force  of  this  log'- 
is  irresistible ! !    Look  at  it.     St.  Paul  emphatically  declares  Gi 
is  the  Savior  of  ail  men  !    Elder  Holmes  asserts  that  according 
Universalism  there  is  nothing  from  which  they  can  be  saved  hei 
after,  therefore,  ail  men  will  not  be  savedt  and  the  Apostle  has  i 
tered  that  which  is  not  true!  I    This  is  a  specimen  of  the  reasc 
ing  which  runs  through  a  great  part  of  my  opponent*s  argumer. 
in  this  debate.     Pray,  where  does  he  obtain  his  information  th;.. 
according  to  Universalism,  there  is  nothing  from  which  mankind 
can  be  saved  in  another  world  ?    Universalists  believe  that  every 
evil  which  the  human  race  experience  in  this  life,  could  be  perpet- 
uated to  another  existence  and  forever,  if  God  was  pleased  thus  to 
order.    But  we  do  not  believe  he  will  immortalize  sin  and  wretch- 
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ednero  hereafter,  as  do  our  neighbors  of  other  denominations.    He 
will  not  allow  the  evils  which  afflict  ns  heie  to  follow  us  there, 
but  will  save  us  from  their  power,  in  that  world  where  we  die  no 
more.    Yet  we  shall  all  continue  to  be  dependent  creatures  in  ano- 
ther existence.    There  we  can  only  live  and  enjoy,  as  Grod  is 
pleased  to  allow  us.    And  through  Eternity,  we  shall  be  saved 
from  want,  distress,  darkness  and  annihilation,  alone  by  the  pres- 
ence and  goodness  of  •*  the  God  of  Love  !"    If  St.  Paul  has  utter- 
ed the  truth,  in  his  declaration  that  Grod  is  the  Savior  of  all  men, 
then  all  will  ultimately  be  saved.     If  all  are  not  finally  saved,  then 
God  is  not  in  FACT  the  Savior  of  all.    And  if  he  is  not  the  Sav- 
ior of  all,  then  he  is  not  the  true  God — i.  e.  is  not  the  perfect  God ; 
and  all  who  worship  him  as  such,  are  guilty  of  the  sin  of  idolatry  / 
But  Mr.  Holmes  may  contend  that  the  second  clause  of  the  pas- 
sage limits  the  number  of  the  saved  to  a  part  only  of  the  race. 
This  construction  would  do  violence  to  the  good  sense  of  the  Apos- 
tle, or  rather  the  Spirit  which  inspired  his  pen.     It  cannot  be  sup- 
posed the  latter  portion  of  the  passage  was  designed  to  contradict 
and  overthrow  the  truth  declared  in  the  first  portion.    This  would 
be  makmg  the  Bible  utter  nonsense  !    The  last  clause  is  but  an  «x- 
''lanation  of  the  manner  in  which  the  declaration  contained  in  the 
St,  is  carried  into  effect,     (rod  is  actually  the  Savior  of  all  men. 
eir  salvation  is  to  be  effected  through  belief.     When  men  be- 
vt  in  God  as  the  Savior  of  all  through  Christ,  then  they  enter 
o  that  special  enjoyment  or  salvation,  which  is  the  fruit  of  be- 
r  in  that  great  truth.     This  belief  will  extend  until  it  fills  with 
i  light  of  its  presence,  every  human  soul.     For  in  due  time 
£very  tongue  snail  confess  [its  belief]  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord, 
t  the  glory  of  God  the  Father !" 

12.  **  The  grace  of  God,  that  bringeth  salvation,  hath  appeared 
to  all  men,  teaching  us  that  denying  ungodliness  and  worldly  lusts, 
we  should  live  soberly,  righteously,  and  godly  in  this  present 
world.'* — (Titus  ii.  11,  12.)  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says  this  passage  is 
expressed  in  the  margin  of  our  authorized  version  of  the  scriptures, 
thus:  «*  The  grace  of  God  that  bringeth  salvation  to  ALL  MEN, 
hath  appeared,'"  etc.  To  this  the  Doctor  adds,  as  follows :  "  It 
cannot  be  said,  except  in  a  very  refined  and  spiritual  sense,  that 
this  Gospel  had  then  appeared  to  all  men  ;  but  it  may  be  well  said* 
that  it  bringeth  salvation  to  all  men.  This  is  its  design.  And  it 
was  to  taste  death  for  ever^  man,  that  its  author  came  into  the 
world.** — (Dr.  C,  <m  Tittis  li.  11.)  Inasmuch  as  the  grace  of  (Jod 
hath  brought  salvation  to  all  men,  the  conclusion  is  self-evident 
that  all  will  receive  the  benefit  of  it.  The  fact  that  his  grace 
brought  salvation  to  all  the  race,  proves  that  God  foreknew  that 
all  would  need  salvation,  and  that  all  would,  under  the  genial  in- 
fluences of  his  spirit,  accept  of  salvation  ! ! 

13.  **God  hath  concluded  them  all  [Jews  and  Gentiles — all 
mankind]  in  unbelief,  that  he  might  have  mercy  upon  all ! !" — 
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(Rom.  xi.  32.)  How  comprehensive  these  terms!  JU  men  were 
included  in  unbelief  by  their  Creator.  For  what  reason  1  The 
Calvinist  replies,  that  be  might  reprobate  the  largest  portion  to 
endless  agony ! !  The  Methodist  cannot  away  with  a  sentiment 
so  heartless  and  cruel.  He  denies  this,  and  insists  that  God  in- 
cluded all  men  in  unbelief,  that  offers  of  mercy  might  be  made 
to  all  J  while  he  clearly  foresaw  before  they  were  proffered,  that 
the  great  majority  would  not  accept  them.  In  order  to  agree 
with  the  doctrines  which  my  opponent  and  the  partialist  sects 
generally  advocate,  the  Apostle  should  have  written  his  language 
thus :  "  He  hath  concluded  them  ALL  in  unbelief,  that  he  mignt 
have  mercy  upon  a  PART  ! !"  But  St.  Paul  believed  no  such 
sentiment.  Tne  all-important  Truth  which  Divine  Inspiration 
directed  him  to  record,  he  has  expressed  in  most  clear  and  forci- 
ble language.  *'  He  hath  concluded  them  all  in  unbelief,  that  he 
might  have  MERCY  upon  ALL ! !"  Glorious  declaration !  Who 
can  misunderstand  it  ?  Who  can  doubt  its  truth  1  Who  can 
hesitate  to  enter  into  its  belief ! !  Well  might  the  Apostle,  over- 
whelmed with  the  vastness,  the  grandeur,  the  glory  of  the  pre- 
cious sentiment  he  had  just  penned,  burst  forth  in  the  sublime 
doxology— "0  the  depth  of  the  RICHES,  both  of  the  Wisdom 
and  Knowledge  of  God !  How  unsearchable  are  his  judgments, 
and  his  ways  past  finding  out ! !  *  *  *  *  For  OF  Him,  and 
THROUGH  Hun,  and  TO  Him,  are  ALL  THINGS ! !  To  whom 
be  glory  forever,  Amen." 

14.  "  And  every  creature  which  is  in  heaven,  and  on  the  earth, 
and  under  the  earth,  and  such  as  are  in  the  sea,  and  all  that  are 
in  them — [i.  e.    in   heaven,  earth  and  sea,]  heard  I   saying- 
Blessing,  and  honor,  and  glory,  and  power,  be  unto  Him  that  sit- 
tcth  upon  the  throne,  and  unto  the  Lamb,  forever  and  ever ! !" — 
(Rev.  V.  13.)    Professor  Stuart  says — "  Things  in  heaven,  earth, 
and  under  the  earth,  is  a  common  periphrasis  of  the  Hebrew  and 
New  Testament  writers,  for  the  Universe."     And  he  adds,  in  re- 
ference to  the  passage  just  quoted — "  If  this  be  not  spiritual  wor- 
ship, I  am  unable  to  produce  a  case  where  worship  can  be  call- 
ed spiritual  and  divine."     The  entire  universe,  then,  without  one 
exception,  will  yet  engage  in  paying  spiritual  and  divine  worshi* 
to  God  and  the  Lamb !     Where  is  there  room,  in  view  of  th 
mass  of  testimony,  to  indulge  a  doubt  in  regard  to  the  final  hoi 
ness  and  happiness  of  all  mankind  ? 

Time  would  fail  me  to  introduce  an  abundance  of  scripture  te: 
tiroony,  yet  remaining,  all  supporting  in  the  strongest  terms,  th 
affirmative  of  this  question.     Here  I  rest  the  argument,  and  pro 
ceed  to  a  consideration  of  as  many  of  the   declarations  of  my 
friend  opposite,  as  the  few  moments  remaining  will  allow. 

Elder  Holmes  repudiates  the  doctrine  of  total  depravity.    He 
aMNirec  us  he  believes  all  men  are  brought  into  the  world  in  a  state 
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of  moral  purity.  It  gave  me  pleasure  to  hear  this  acknowledge 
ment.  I  rejoice  he  has  advanced  from  the  modem  evangd- 
ical  theory?  sufficiently  far  to  reject  the  old  and  ahhorrent  senti- 
ment of  the  depravity  of  infants.  I  trust  he  will  maintain  this 
ground,  and  not  draw  hack  from  a  position  so  honorable  both  to 
his  heart  and  his  head.  On  this  he  widely  differs  from  the  Cal- 
vinistic  portion  of  the  partialist  ranks.  They  believe  in  total  de- 
pravity, and  election  and  reprobation.  My  friend  spurns  these 
doctrines — he  repudiates  and  abhors  them  !  !  There  is  a  radical 
and  irreconcilable  division  upon  this  subject  among  the  Evangel- 
icals ;  and  yet  he  talks  of  a  few  minor  differences  of  opinion 
among  Universalists,  as  positive  evidence  of  the  fabity  of  their 
distinguishing  doctrine. 

In  his  distress  to  find  something  of  weight  to  urge  a^inst  a 
sentiment  which  his  own  heart  loves,  my  friend  flies  again  to  the 
doctrine  of  future  punishment.  Suppose  I  allow  all  he  has  said 
on  that  subject,  what  does  it  amount  to  ?  How  does  it  touch  the 
question  in  discussion,  or  come  even  within  hailin?  distance  of 
itl  The  question  reaids — "Is  there  sufficient  evi&nce  for  be- 
lieving that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy?"  Were 
the  gentleman  to  prove  what  many  Universalists  believe,  that 
men  are  punished  thousands  of  years  in  the  future  world,  what 
evidence  would  it  be  that  all  will  not  eventually  become  holy  and 
dappy  ?  What  difference  can  it  make,  so  far  as  the  argument  is 
'.oncerned,  whether  the  wicked  are  punished  a  long,  or  a  short  pe- 
iod,  or  not  at  all,  in  the  next  existence,  as  long  as  scripture,  rea- 
son and  analogy  prove  that  ultimately  all  will  be  brought  to  re- 
^)entance  and  happiness  1  Whatever  he  may  say  on  future  pun- 
ishment— however  strongly  he  may  prove  it — ^has  not  the  slight- 
est bearing  against  the  eventual  salvation  of  all  men.  It  must  be 
plain  to  every  observing  mind,  that  the  Elder's  studied  ^orts  to 
lug  into  the  debate  questions  in  regard  to  future  punishment,  the 
origin  of  sin.  the  materiality  of  the  soul,  and  other  matters  hav- 
ing no  necessary  connection  with  the  distinctive  doctrine  under 
discussion,  evinces  a  melancholy  lack  of  legitimate  arguments, 
and  his  great  desire  to  turn  the  attention  of  the  audience  from  the 
true  question,  to  collateral  points,  where  he  thinks  there  is  more 
hope  of  success ! 

Mr.  Holmes  charges  Universalism  with  teaching  that  it  makes 
no  difference  how  men  live — that  they  have  but  to  seize  the  plea- 
sures of  the  present  day,  reckless  of  the  future.  In  his  ninth  or 
tenth  speech,  he  also  cried  out,  in  the  sublime  language  of  some 
doggerel  rhymester — *'  No  devil ! — no  hell ! — no  oroad  gate !  !" 
And  then  burst  forth  in  ejaculations  of  horror  at  the  enormities 
of  the  doctrine  of  God's  impartial  grace.  In  the  first  place,  let 
mc  state  my  conviction,  that  in  making  these  declarations,  he 
must  have  been  fully  aware  he  was  wilfully  misrepresefUtng  the 
•entimentf  I  advocate.    He  knows  Universalism  utters  no  such 
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language — ^hoMs  out  no  such  inducements — ^inculcates  no  such 
principles.  These  charges  afford  a  fair  specimen  of  the  views 
and  motives  of  a  large  class  among  partialist  professors  of  reli- 
gion. To  worship  and  serve  God  from  the  promptings  of  love, 
gratitude,  and  filiad  respect — to  lead  a  religious  life,  for  the  high 
satisfaction,  the  sweet  peace,  it  day  by  day  bestows  upon  the 
sincere  christian — ^to  be  honest,  virtuous,  temperate,  benevolent, 
from  a  love  of  these  principles — does  not  seem  ever  to  have  enter- 
ed their  imaginations.  They  appear  to  consider  religion  to  con- 
sist in  a  hurried  scramble  to  get  away  from  an  omnipotent  devil, 
and  a  flaming  hell.  This  is  the  only  object  they  can  possibly 
conceive  that  calls  for  any  religion.  And  if  these  things  did  not 
exist,  if  they  were  not  under  a  continual  terror  in  regard  to  them, 
many  have  confessed  they  would  set  no  bounds  to  the  gratifica- 
tion of  the  wicked  passions  which  burn  in  their  bosoms.  Hence 
their  surprise,  that  there  can  be  any  kind  of  true  religion  without 
resting  on  faith  in  the  devil  and  hdl ;  and  hence  the  ridicule  they 
attempt  to  cast  on  the  idea,  that  a  system  without  these  notions 
as  fundamental  principles,  can  exert  any  moral  restraint  on  those 
who  adopt  it.  Universalists  believe  all  the  Bible  says  of  the 
devil,  and  of  hell.  But  they  do  not  dress  up  these  words  in  the 
borrowed  fictions  of  heathenism ! !  He  speaks  of  "  seizing  the 
pleasures  of  the  present  day" — by  which  he  means  sinful  pleas- 
ures !  This  is  the  light  in  which  Elder  Holmes  and  his  class  of 
religionists,  view  sin.  They  look  upon  it.  and  describe  it— as  he 
now  does — as  something  desirable — something  calculated  to  give 
TTe&i  pleasure.  And  it  is  from  this  view  of  tne  pleasures  of  »tn, 
that  they  seem  led  to  look  upon  a  religious  life  as  a  great  "  cross" 
— a  heavy  burthen,  which  christians  are  compelled  very  reluctant- 
ly to  carry !  While  treading  with  tardy  footsteps  the  way  of  du- 
ty, they  appear  to  look  with  longing  eyes  to  "  the  pleasant  paths 
of  sin,"  as  a  road  they  would  like  to  travel  and  would,  too,  were 
it  not  for  their  fears.  Yea,  one  of  the  arguments  on  which  they 
predicate  the  future  reward  of  the  righteous,  is  that  God  deprive*^ 
them,  in  this  life,  of  so  many  enjo^menU  and  pleasures,  which  tf 
wicked  experience — and  compels  them  to  subject  themselves 
so  many  deprivations,  while  the  sinful  are  prosperous  and  hapj 
that  he  ought  to  reward  them,  on  the  plainest  principles  of  j 
tice,  with  endless  felicity  hereafter ! !  Now,  allow  me  to  show  i 
language  which  modern  Orthodoxy  addresses  to  men ;  and  it  sh 
be  no  misrepresentation  of  its  teachings.  It  virtually  says  to  t 
world — "  It  makes  no  difference  how  you  LIVE :  but  it  makes 
great  difference  how  you  DIE !"  You  can  "  seize  the  pleasure 
of  the  present  da}^" — you  can  dance  along  the  flowery  and  de- 
lightful way  of  wicked  indulgence — you  can  sin  to  your  heart's 
content !  Only  be  careful  to  DIE  right !  Be  sure  to  REPENT 
before  your  departure,  and  give  in  your  adhesion  to  the  true  Evan- 
gelical faith !    Then  you  will  enjoy  two  chances  for  happineM — 
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you  will  taste  all  the  pleasures  of  sin  in  this  world,  and  at  death 
be  wafted  into  the  enjoyments  of  endless  bliss ! ! ! 

Universalism  teaches  another  doctrine.  Instead  of  saying  it 
makes  no  diflference  how  men  live — instead  of  predicating  every 
thing  on  the  condition  of  the  soul,  at  the  exact  moment  of  death 
— it  declares  that,  so  far  as  their  enjoyments  are  concerned,  EV- 
ERY THING  depends  on  how  they  live  ! !  It  teaches  that  the 
way  of  piety  and  uprightness,  of  temperance  and  eodliness,  is  a 
path  full  of  the  purest  and  highest  enjoyments  of  life — that  "  wis- 
dom^s  ways  are  ways  of  pleasantness,  and  all  her  paths  are  peace-' 
— (Prov.  iii.  17) — that "  the  path  of  the  just  is^s  the  shining  lights 
which  shineth  more  and  more  unto  the  perfect  day" — (Prov.  iv.  18) 
— that  no  intelligent  and  moral  being  in  this  world,  or  any  state 
of  existence  hereafter,  can  experience  anything  that  can  be  called 
true  happiness,  except  through  the  practice  of  the  high  principles 
of  truth,  morality  and  godliness !  These  are  the  only  inlets  of 
happiness  to  the  human  soul.  On  the  other  hand,  it  teaches  that 
a  life  of  sin,  is  necessarily  a  life  of  wretchedness — that  "  the  way 
of  the  transgressor  is  hard" — (Prov.  xiii.  15)~it  cries,  "woe 
into  the  wicked !  it  SHALL  be  ill  with  him  :  for  the  reward  of 
is  hands  SHALL  be  given  him" — (Isa.  iii.  11) — it  declares  that 
there  is  NO  peace  to  the  wicked" — (Isa.  Ivii.  21)— and  that 
though  hand  join  in  hand,  the  wicked  shall  not  be  unpunished !" 
-(Prov.  xi.  21.]  Moreover,  Universalism  instructs  men  that  sin 
as  destructive  to  the  peace  of  the  mind^  as  poison  is  to  the  health 
f  the  body !  It  rejoices  to  proclaim  the  great  truth,  that  God 
ias  put  into  operation  a  class  of  means  and  influences  through 
ihe  reign  of  Christ,  which  will  finally  result  in  restoring  all  to 
obedience  and  happiness.  But  it  distinctly  declares  that  so  long 
as  men  continue  wicked,  so  long  must  they  continue  miserable ; 
and  that  neither  in  this  world,  nor  in  the  next,  can  they  find  the 
happiness  which  all  desire,  until  they  repent  of  sin,  turn  from  its 
practice,  and  serve  and  love  the  living  God !  Can  these  repre- 
sentations lead  men  into  sin  ?  Could  it  be  any  inducement  for  a 
man  to  break  all  his  limbs,  and  endure  the  excruciating  pain  to 
which  such  an  act  would  subject  him,  to  inform  him  the  surgeon 
would  finally  cure  him  !  Our  views  may  be  illustrated  by  anoth- 
er figure  :  Here  are  two  roads  running  parallel  with  each  other. 
One  is  a  straight,  smooth,  McAdamized  way.  It  leads  through 
green  meadows  and  aromatic  groves,  and  beside  gently  flowing 
streams.  The  sun  always  shines  cheerfully  upon  it,  and  pleas- 
ant scenes  present  themselves  on  every  hand.  This  is  the  Road 
of  Righteousness.  It  leads  directly  to  heaven,  and  gives  those 
who  walk  therein,  a  sweet  foretaste  of  joys  to  come.  The  other 
road  leads  over  gloomy  mountains — down  frightful  precipices — 
through  dark  gulfs !  It  abounds  with  deep  quagmires  and  filthy 
pools,  with  mud  and  mire,  with  briars  and  brambles,  and  sharp 
cutting  stones.    Noxious  reptiles  breed  in  pestiferous  sloughs, 
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and  hissine  serpents  spit  their  poison  at  everv  step.  Overhead 
hang  black  and  threatening  clouds,  and  on  all  sides  desolation 
and  dreariness  prevail.  This  is  the  path  of  SIN,  as  Universalism 
describes  it.  Those  who  travel  therein,  find  it  a  "hard  way" — 
an  **  up-hill  work !"  They  pitch  and  flounder  from  side  to  side. 
Now  tney  sink  to  the  very  eyes  in  noisome  mire—now  they  are 
entangled  in  thorny  brambled — and  now  they  stumble  down  a 
rough  precipice  into  the  craggy  gulf  below.  Thus,  bruised,  bleed- 
ing, covered  with  itching  and  painful  sores,  and  with  the  stench  of 
all  conceivable  filth,  they  drag  their  weary  limbs  along !  To  an 
individual  who  stands  contemplating  these  two  roads,  and  who  per- 
fectly understands  the  nature  of  each,  can  it  induce  him  to  enter 
the  path  of  sin,  to  inform  him  that  at  some  future  time  during  his 
painful  journeying,  he  may  hope  that  a  benevolent  hand  will  be 
stretched  forth,  to  rescue  him  from  his  weary  and  painful  way  ? 
Would  he  not  have  the  strongest  possible  inducement  to  avoid  it 
entirely  1  The  good  sense  of  each  hearer  will  answer  these 
questions.  So,  because  Universalism  teaches  that  God  has  pre- 
pared a  plan  to  bring  back  those  of  his  creatures  who  stray  into 
sin,  it  can  be  no  conceivable  inducement  to  a  rational  mind,  which 
has  been  properly  instructed  of  the  nature  and  consequences  of 
sin,  to  plunge  into  its  practice,  and  experience  all  its  ills  and  woes ! 

My  friend  says  I  do  not  believe  men  would  have  been  lost  had 
Christ  not  come,  and  yet  I  build  an  argument  in  proof  of  the  sal- 
vation of  all  men,  on  the  Mission  of  Christ.  This  he  conceives 
to  be  a  great  contradiction.  It  is  certain  the  Elder's  perception 
must  be  exceedingly  obtuse,  or  he  imagines  those  of  our  hearers 
are  so.  How  shallow  this  objection !  Why  do  I  believe  all  men 
would  have  been  saved,  even  if  Christ  had  not  come?  Because 
the  Father  of  man,  who  watches  over  the  interests  of  all  his  chil- 
dren with  unwearied  faithfulness,  would  have  adopted  some  oth- 
er equally  successful  method  to  accomplish  a  work  so  great  and 
good.  Why  do  I  build  an  argument  on  the  Mission  of  Christ  ? 
Because  the  fact  that  God  sent  his  Son  to  save  all  men,  is  proof, 
that  it  is  his  purpose  to  save  all  j  and  because,  moreover,  it  places 
the  afllrmative  of  this  question  infinitely  beyond  the  reach  of  my 
opposer.  This  objection  is  as  intelligent  as  another  he  virtually 
urged  a  day  or  two  since,  that  if  it  is  true  that  all  men  are  to  be 
saved,  then  there  is  no  salvation  fff 

Mr.  Holmes  insists  I  leave  out  the  death  of  Christ  from  my  argu- 
ment. He  then  auotes  from  Ballou  and  Williamson  on  the  Atone- 
ment—declares that  the  death  of  Jesus  cannot  be  accounted  foi 
except  on  his  views  of  the  Atonement — ^reads  from  Hatfield,  and 
cries  out  in  dolorous  tones — ••  What,  has  it  come  to  this  ! !  The 
blood  of  Jesus  trampled  under  foot,"  etc.,  etc.  I  trust  the  brother 
w^ill  be  sustained  in  the  midst  of  his  horror !  His  fright  was  oc- 
casioned by  his  own  **  man  of  straw  !*'  Because  we  do  not  believe 
the  blood  of  Christ  was  poured  out  to  slake  the  thirst  of  a  principle 
16 
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of  Infinite  Revenge,  which  the  partial ist  doctrine  places  in  the 
Councils  of  Heaven  under  the  name  of  Justice,  because  we  do  not 
believe  it  was  shed  to  placate  the  WRATH  of  •*  the  God  of  Love 
and  Peace" — (2  Cor.  xiii.  16) — we  are  charged  with  trampling  the 
blood  of  Christ  under  our  feet !  I  humbly  beg  to  reply,  that  the 
charge  would  lie  much  nearer  my  neighbor's  door  than  mv  own. 
Were  I  to  insist  that  the  blood  of  the  Son  of  God  was  spilled  to 
open  a  way,  whereby  men  can  with  bold  impunity,  sin  to  their 
heart's  content,  and  escape  every  particle  of  punishment,  I  should 
indeed  feel  myself  open  to  the  charge  of  trampling  the  blood  of 
Christ  under  ray  feet ! !  We  believe  Christ's  death  was  essential, 
as  a  manifestation  of  God's  love  to  the  world,  and  as  a  seal  of 
the  truth  of  his  gospel.  And  we  believe,  moreover,  that  it  is  one 
of  the  links  in  that  wise  chain  of  causes  which  will  finally  result 
in  the  reconciliation  of  all  men  to  their  Father  in  heaven.  We 
cannot  attribute  to  Christ's  blood  an  office  for  which  we  find  no 
warrant  in  the  Bible. 

The  gentleman  has  noticed  my  argument  on  "The  Presence  of 
God  in  all  men."  He  says  the  subjection  spoken  of  by  the  Apos- 
tle in  1  Cor.  XV.  28,  is  not  a  subjection  of  /oi'«,^but  of  retribution  ! 
This  was  a  hazardous  remark,  evidently  made  without  any  re- 
flection.* If  it  is  true,  then  it  proves  universil  relribtUion.  For 
the  Apostle  declares  "  all  things  shall  be  subdued  unto  Christ." 
No;  the  subjection  evidently  will  be  a  willing  and  glad  one,  on 
the  part  of  mankind.  All  shall  cheerfully  bow  in  heartfelt  love 
before  the  Prince  of  Peace,  and  yield  him  the  honor  which  right- 
fully belongs  to  him.  This  is  the  only  view  that  can  ascribe  any 
moral  glory  to  Jesus  for  his  success  in  the  great  work  of  subdu- 
ing all  souls  to  his  gentle  reign. 

He  says  that  the  declaration  that  Christ  "  must  reign  until  he 
hath  put  all  enemies  under  his  feet,"  (1  Cor.  xv.  25!)  signifies 
that  he  will  destroy  all  his  enemies.  I  allow  this.  But  who 
are  his  enemies  ?  My  opponent  takes  it  for  granted,  they  are 
those  who  were  sinful  in  this  life.  This  cannot  be  allowed. 
Christ  is  at  enmity  with  no  human  being.  The  enemies  to  which 
the  Apostle  referred  in  this  passage,  are  sin,  evil,  pain,  ignorance, 
death.  These  are  the  only  enemies  that  obstruct  the  reign  of  Je- 
sus over  all  men.  And  these  he  will  subdue  and  destroy.  The 
nature  of  the  enemies  alluded  to,  may  be  known  by  the  nature  of 
the  last  enemy,  which  St.  Paul  says  is  DEATH !  I !  In  declar- 
ing  that  this  enemy  shall  be  destroyed,  he  shows  that  all  enemies 
shall  be  destroyed,  and  Christ  shall  establish  his  kingdom  over 
every  human  soul ! 

My  friend  has  entirely  mistaken  my  views  in  regard  to  the 
subjection  of  Christ  to  GoJ.  I  did  not  say  it  would  be  brought 
about  by  the  same  means  that  brings  man  into  subjection  to  Christ. 

*  This  was  Elder  Holmet'  position  in  the  oral  deb«i«.  Bat  it  ii  omitted  in  his 
written  speech. 
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My  position  was  that  Clirist^s 'subjection  to  the  Father,  would  be 
of  the  same  nature — (i.  e.  one  of  obedience  and  love,) — as  man's 
subjection  to  him.  The  same  original  Greek  word  used  to  denote 
Christ's  subjection  to  God,  is  also  used  ta  describe  the  subjection 
of  all  men  to  Christ ! ! 

Elder  Holmes  declares  that  Christ  will  at  some  future  time  va- 
cate the  seat  of  Mediator,  and  assume  that  of  a  Judge.  And  to 
support  this  doctrine,  we  have  just  his  naked  assertion  f  Why 
does  not  the  Bible  give  us  some  such  information '?  The  passage 
he  quoted — (Acts  xvii.  31) — affords  not  the  most  distant  proof  of 
such  a  sentiment.  This  will  be  seen  by  a  true  understanding  of  the 
phraseology  which  St.  Paul  used  :  *^He  [God]  hath  appointed 
a  day  {Gr.  emeran — an  era,  a  time,  a  dispensation]  in  the  which 
he  will  judge  [krinein — rule,  govern,  reign  over]  the  world  in 
righteousness,  by  that  man  [Jesus  Christ]  whom  he  hath  ordain- 
ed;  whereof  he  hath  given  assurance  unto  all  men,  in  that  he 
hath  raised  him  from  the  dead.''  The  simple  meaning  of  this 
passage  is,  that  Christ  in  his  Mediatorial  reign,  shall  exercise 
authority  and  dominion  over  the  world  until  he  completely  ac- 
complishes the  object  of  his  mission,  and  brings  the  hearts  of  all 
men  into  such  a  condition,  that  they  shall  be  a  fitting  habitation 
for  the  spirit  of  God.— [See  Matt,  xxviii.  18.— 1  Cor.  xv.  28.] 

Mr.  Holmes  inquires  whether,  if  Abraham  had  never  obeyed 
God,  the  promises  through  his  seed  would  have  been  fulfilled  i 
This  question  exposes  the  weakness  and  folly  that  lies  at  the  ve- 
ry foundation  of  the  entire  Methodist  theory,  viz :  that  the  fulfill- 
ment of  the  Creator's  purposes,  depends  wholly  upon  the  dispo- 
sition of  man.    This  theory  robs  God  of  his  Sovereignty,  and  of 
his  Will,  and  makes  him  a  weak,  dependent  being,  allowing  in 
man's  path,  and  accomplishing  or  not  accomplishing  his  designs, 
as  the  will  or  the  whim  of  a  worm  of  the  dust,  chooses  to  permit 
him.     How  preposterous  the  supposition  that  Jehovah  would 
clothe  his  creatures  with  power  to  thwart  his  own  gracious  pur- 
poses.   We  are  to  understand  from  his  question,  that  my  oppo- 
nent believes  if  Abraham  had  not  chosen  to  prove  faithful,  the 
great  and  gracious  purpose  which  God  designed  to  accomplish 
through  Christ,  would  have  met  with  an  utter  prostration,  and 
all  the  race  of  man  would  have  fallen  into  interminable  agony 
And  this  is  a  system  which  reasonable  people  are  called  upo 
believe !     In  reply  to  the  question  proposed,  I  would  say,  tl 
Abraham  had  not  proved  faithful,  God  would  have  raised  up  i 
other  instrument,  or  chosen  some  other  method,  to  bestow  the 
sings  which  he  had  determined  to  give  the  world  through  CI 
The  brother  declares  I  cannot  produce  a  passage  of  sen 
which  says  that  salvation  can  be  experienced,  without  compl 
with  the  terms  of  the  gospel.    I  do  not  wish  to  find  such  a 
eaee.    It  is  my  decided  belief  that  salvation  cannot  be  exper 
ced  except  by  compliance  with  the  terms  enjoined  by  Chr 
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But  I  believe  all  vfUl  comply  with  the  terms  laid  down,  and  that 
in  this  way,  they  will  be  saved.  It  is  the  object  of  Christ's  rei^n 
to  bring  all  men  into  a  compliance  with  gospel  terms.  And  me 
most  inveterate  sinner  cannot  always  withstand  him.  His  heart, 
in  due  time,  will  be  melted.  Did  he  not,  at  the  very  moment  he 
chose,  bring  Saul  of  Tarsus,  to  yield  up  his  opposition,  and  com- 
ply with  the  terms  of  salvation — and  that  too,  without  doing  any 
violence  to  his  moral  freedom  ?  And  can  he  not,  also,  make  all 
his  creatures  "  willing  in  the  day  of  his  power  ?"  In  returrf,  I 
challenge  Elder  Holmes  to  bring  one  passage  of  scripture,  which 
asserts,  that  if  the  terms  of  salvation  are  not  complied  with  in 
this  life,  men  shall  have  no  right  or  opportunity  to  comply  with 
them  in  the  future  state  of  being. — iTime  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES*  KLEVKNTH  REPLY.] 

Gent.  Moderators : — It  seems  proper  that  I  should  at  this  time, 
reply  to  remarks  of  my  friend,  repeated  a  number  of  times,  respec- 
ting the  pleasures  of  sin.  He  says,  I  teach  that  sin  is  a  pleasant 
way,  as  distinguished  from  the  way  of  piety  and  Christian  duty. 
I  have  said  nothing  like  this,  either  directly  or  indirectly.  All  I 
have  intended  to  say  on  this  point,  is,  that  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  "the  pleasures  of  sin,*'  and  that  these  have  more  influence 
upon  minds  unacquainted  with  the  happiness  of  true  piety  and 
virtue,  than  the  common  motives  to  a  refigioas  life.  That  there  is 
such  a  thing  "  as  the  pleasures  of  sin,'*  or  worldly  pleasure,  as 
distinguished  from  the  pleasure  of  serving  God,  is  a  fact  estab- 
lished by  scripture,  as  well  as  fact  and  observation.  Moses  chose 
**  to  suffer  affliction  with  the  people  of  Grod,  rather  than  enjoy  the 
pleasures  of  sin  for  a  season."  St.  Paul  speaks  of  some  who  "rolled 
sin  as  a  sweet  morsel  under  their  tongue" — and  of  others,  who  were 
"lovers  of  pleasure  more  than  lovers  of  God."  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  an  important  sense,  in  which  Christians  have  less  ease, 
peace  and  happiness,  more  toil,  anxiety  and  affliction  than  other 
men.  Christ  says,  "  in  the  world  you  have  tribulation" — and 
Paul  declares^"  they  that  will  live  godly  in  Christ  Jesus  shall 
BUJSer  persecution."  Take  away  from  the  Christian,  his  inward 
peace,  his  spiritual  joy,  his  communion  with  God,  his  prospect  of 
endless  reward,  and  you  leave  him  to  contend  with  the  reproach 
and  scorn  of  the  world,  without  motives,  drawn  from  present  re- 
ward or  future  prospects.  By  robbing  religion  of  its  vitality,  and 
the  Christian  of^his  future  reward,  Universalism  eives  sinful  and 
worldly  pleasure  a  controlling  influence  over  the  me  human  mind, 
BO  powerful,  that  the  motives  of  religion,  as  presented  in  that  sys- 
tem, are  not  sufficient  to  counteract  it.  It  is  on  this  account 
mainlv,  that  Universalists  generally  make  no  efibrt  to  resist  the 
iiU  nf  corruption  and  sinful  pleasure,  but  yield  themselves  with- 
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out  restraint  to  the  tendency  of  depravity,  and  the  clamor  of  sin- 
ful passion. 

And  it  is  in  this  way  that  Mr.  Austin  builds  his  smooth  Maead- 
anUztd  road.  His  road  to  heaven  is  the  way  described  by  our 
Lord  as  broad.,  connected  with  the  wide  gate.  He  proclaims  to 
the  world — ^not,  "  he  that  hdiemth  shall  be  saved" — but,  you  are 
all  in  the  way  to  heaven  :  only  believe  it,  and  be  happy  in  the 
reflection  that  you  are  mre  of  final  holiness  and  happiness,  do 
what  you  may.  His  Macadamized  road  to  heaven  is  so  broad  that 
it  requires  no  self-denial  as  necessary  to  discipleship,  and  em- 
braces facilities  for  indulgijig  every  propensity,  and  gratifyinr 
every  pstssion.  Is  it  not  so  ?  If  any  one  doubts  it,  let  him  ask 
Mr.  Austin,  or  any  other  intelli^nt  Universalist — sir,  I  see  thou- 
sands who  cut  loose  from  all  rehgious  restraints,  and  seem  to  aim 
at  nothing  but  sinful  indulgence  to  the  extent  of  their  physical  and 
intellectual  powers :  they  never  for  one  hour  of  their  lives  yield 
to  Grod  the  affections  of  their  hearts  \  thus  they  live,  and  thus  they 
die  ]  what  is  their  condition  after  death  ?  I  know  the  gentleman 
would  not  like  to  answer  such  a  question ;  he  has  given  sufficient 

Eroof  of  this  already :  but  if  he  says  anything,  he  must  renounce 
is  system,  or  say,  wnv,  their  heavenly  Father  has  removed  them 
to  his  own  embrace  in  heaven///  Here  is  Mr.  Austin's  Macada- 
mized road.  It  excludes  self-denial  as  an  essential  element  of 
Christian  character,  makes  the  road  so  broad  as  to  annihilate  the 
**  strait  ^ate  and  narrow  wa^r,"  and  include  the  whole  race,  with 
all  their  ojf-pa/^s  of  vice  and  sinful  indulgence — and  then  forsooth, 
it  is  a  pleasant  way — 0,  it  is  a  happy  way — pleasant  indeed  for 
those  who  "  roll  sin  as  a  sweet  morsel  under  their  tongue"— or 
are  *'  lovers  of  pleasure  more  than  lovers  of  Grod." 

What  then  ?  do  I  teach,  there  are  no  pleasures  in  religion  ?  By 
no  means :  but  with  St.  Paul — "  yea,  doubtless,  I  count  all  things 
but  loss,  for  the  excellency  of  the  knowledge  of  Christ  Jesus  my 
Lord ;  for  whom  I  have  suffered  the  loss  of  all  things,  and  do 
count  them  but  dung,  that  I  may  win  Christ j  and  be  found  of  him, 
(when  I  shall  appear  before  him  in  another  world)  not  having 
mine  own  righteousness,  which  is  of  the  law,  (the  riehteousness 
of  Universalism)  but  that  which  is  through  the  faitk  of  Christy 
the  righteousness  which  is  of  God  by  faiths  "  But  God  forbid  that 
I  should  glory,  save  in  the  cross  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by 
whom  the  world  is  crucijied  unto  me^  and  Junto  the  world.^^ — (Phil, 
iii.  8.— -Gal.  vi.  14.) 

Mr.  Austin  cannot  vindicate  his  system  on  the  ground  that  it 
teaches  punishment  for  all  offences,  unless  he  means  to  say  that 
it  is  a  pleasant  thing  to  be  punished,  and  an  unpleasant,  disagree- 
able thin^  at  the  same  time.  If  it  be  a  pleasant  thing,  it  exerts 
Bo  restraining  influence  upon  the  sinner.  If  it  be  unpleasant, 
then  this  Macadamized  road  is  not  so  pleasurable  after  all :  it 
would  be  much  more  direct  and  peaceful,  to  take  Christ  as  "  M« 


y  Google 


360  HOLMBS'  BLEVBNTH  RBPLT 

«o(iy,"  bj  that  faith  "which  works  b^  love  and  purifies  the  heart." 
But  the  truth  is,  the  system  of  punishment  taught  by  Universal- 
ism,  is  as  near  nothing,  as  you  can  imagine.  The  law,  as  a  stan- 
dard of  moral  duty,  is  de^aded^  the  turpitude  of  sin  diminished^ 
and  the  punishment  of  sin  is  a  mere  ideality^  which  may  furnish 
a  theme  of  pulpit  declamation,  bat  exerts  no  salutary  moral  in- 
fluence upon  the  mind,  the  heart,  or  the  life.  The'  atheist,  or 
deist,  though  denying  God,  despising  Christ,  and  scorning  all  mor- 
al restraints,  may  be  deterred  from  drunkenness,  and  other  modes 
of  sinful  indulgence,  by  considerations  of  health,  or  the  force  of 
public  opinion :  and  beyond  this,  Universali^m  does  not  go.  In 
what,  then,  is  Universausm  better  than  Deism,  to  restrain  from 
crime  ?  Who  can  tell  ?  We  have  no  facts  arising  out  of  the 
influence  of  Universalism  to  authorize  the  conclusion  that  it  goes 
beyond  Deism,  in  its  power  to  restrain  from  vice. 

How  directly  and  forcibly  the  doctrines  of  the  gospel  contrast 
with  Unirersalism.  The  gospel  says,  salvation  is  "fcy/oit^" — 
Universalism  says,  it  is  by  punishment.  The  gospel  says,  sal- 
vation may  be  enjoyed  now — Universalism  says,  after  we  have 
been  punished  all  we  deserve.  The  gospel  says,  justification  "  by 
faith  f^  Universalism  says,  by  the  law,  Mr.  Austin  mav  do  as  he 
pleases,  but  for  my  part  I  shall  conform  my  views  to  the  gospel, 
and  in  doing  so,  I  present  you  a  present  salvation  from  sin  and 
mnishment,  into  holiness  and  joy,  by  faith  in  Christy  the  ioorUr$ 
*deemer, 

\nother  of  Mr.  Austin's  arguments  for  the  affirmative  of  the 
istion  under  discussion,  is  founded  on  what  he  denominates 
antithetical  character  of  certain  passages  of  scripture.    To  this 
rish  to  call  the  critical  attentioir  of  the  audience,  as  it  involves 
)ther  artifice,  and  also  a  sophism  which  vitiates  the  argument, 
1  nullifies  the  conclusion  he  seeks  to  establish.    I  have  said 
xi  Universalism  is  contradictory  in  its  proofs.    I  also  said,  my 
lend  would  contradict  himself  and  his  theory  before  he  finished 
le  question.    The  truth  of  this  remark  has  been  illustrated  a 
number  of  times  already,  and  now  I  give  you  another  example. 
You  doubtless  recollect  that  he  has  maintained  all  along,  that 
God  created  man  in  an  imperfect  state,  "  subject  to  vanity,  not  wil- 
lingly."    But  now,  in  direct  opposition  to  this,  in  order  to  fix  a  sort 
of  foundation  for  this  antithetical  argument,  he  maintains  that 
God  created  man  in  a  pure  and  holy  state, 

Mb.  Austin. — I  did  not  say  holy  state.    Holiness  is  acquired. 

Mr.  Holmes. — Worse  and  worse.  A  pure  state,  but  not  a 
hdy  state.  I  suppose  the  gentleman  means  moral puritv  of  course, 
as  no  other  would  stand  related  to  this  subject.  And  now,  will 
he  be  so  kind  as  to  tell  us  how  a  being,  intelligent  and  responsi- 
ble, can  be  morally  pure,  without  being  holy  %  This,  I  confess, 
is  a  state  of  betweenity,  that  I  do  not  understand.    But  not  to 
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insist  on  this,  we  must  take  his  disclaimer  for  what  it  is  worth : 
he  distinctly  informs  us  that  he  docs  not  believe  man  was  origi- 
nally created  in  a  holy  state. 

Now  look  at  the  beautiful  consistency  of  his  logic.     His  object 
is  to  make  it  appear  there  is  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that 
all  men  will  be  nnally  holy  and  happy.     To  prove  this,  he  argues 
— '*  what  we  lost  in  Adam  we  gain  in  Christ."    But  he  has  just 
informed  us  Adam  was  not  created  holy — how  then  could  he 
lose  that  which  he  did  not  possess^  and  how  could   we  lose  in 
Adam,  what  we  never  had  in  him  ?    The  gentleman  does  not  be- 
lieve that  we  ever  had  holiness  by  virtue  of  our  creation,  or  that 
we  ever  possesssed  it  in  Adam,  and  yet  he  argues,  that  we  lost 
our  holiness  in  Adam,  and  that  Christ  came  to  restore  it :  that  is, 
Christ  came  to  restore  what  we  never  had  and  never  lost ;  and 
from  this  he  concludes  the  salvation  of  all  men.     It  will  not  help 
my  friend  to  change  his  ground  again,  and  say  Christ  came  to 
restore  the  world  to  its  original  state.    This  would  not  be  holi- 
ness and  happiness,  since,  according  to  his  own  showing,  the 
original  state  of  the  world  was  a  state  excluding  holiness ;  to  be 
restored  to  that  state,  therefore,  would  not  be  to  possess  holiness 
and  happiness.     Moreover,  if  the  above  difficulties  did  not  exist, 
still  the  argument  could  have  no  force,  only  on  the  supposition  that 
the  world  had  lost  its  final  holiness  and  happiness  in  Adam.     But 
Mr.  Austin  does  not  believe  this,  any  more  than  he  believes  in 
endless  punishment.     To  admit  that  men  were  lost  in  Adam,  or 
in  any  other  way,  in  a  sense  that  contrasts  with  final  salvation, 
would  be  to  admit  God  has  a  law,  the  penalty  of  which  is  endless 
death  :  and  yet,  unless  he  does  admit  this,  his  argument  does  not 
possess  the  weight  of  a  feather.     In  conclusion  on  this  point,  I 
present,  for  the  consideration  of  my  friend,  the  following  dilemma, 
and  it  is  immaterial  to  me,  which  horn  of  it  he  shall  choose  on 
which  to  hang  up  his  system  and  his  argument,  for  the  amusement 
of  all  logical  spectators,  viz  :  either  m^n  forfeited  their  final  holi" 
ness  and  happiness  in  Adam,  and  would  have  been  finally  lost,  if 
Christ  had  not  become  their  Savior — or  the  argument^  ••  what  We 
lost  in  Adam  we  gain  in  Christ,''  founded  on,  (1.  Cor.  xv.  22,) 
'»  As  in  Adam  all  die,  even  so  in  Christ  shall  all  be  made  alive," 
and  other  passages  of  similar  nature  found  in  Rom.  5th,  is  both 
logically  and  theologically  false,  and  scarcely  worthy  even  of 
cause  of  Universalism.     If  my  friend  really  supposed  this 
ment  to  be  sound  and  weighty,  and  presented  it  in  good  f 
can  but  marvel  at  the  proof  of  his  discernment  ,•  but  if  he  i 
it  as  a  sophism^  I  am  not  less  surprised  that  he  should 
shallow  a  subterfuge,  daetitute  of  even  the  merit  of  ingenu 
To  keep  his  conclusion  in  countenance,  my  friend  again 
Dr.  Clarke,  and  as  usual,  makes  a  wrong  application  of  J 
ffuage.     Dr.  Clarke  was  therj  speaking  of  the  resurrectioii 
body,  not  the  final  salvation  of  the  souls  of  all  men  :  or  if 
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his  remarks  refer  to  the  final  happiness  of  men  after  the  general 
resurrection,  they  are  applicable  only  to  such  as  "  die  in  the  Lord," 
*'  fall  asleep  in  Jesus."    The  Doctor  teaches  that  all  men  will  be 
raised  from  the  dead — ^but  that  those  only  who  are  righteous,  will 
rise  to  happiness  and  heaven.    Mr.  Austin  takes  Clarke's  Ian- 
j^age  respecting  the  righteous  dead,  and  applies  it  to  alt  mankind 
indiscriminately ;  thus  perverting  Clarke's  views,  and  contradicting 
the  language  of  Christ,  who  says,  respecting  the  general  resur- 
rection— "they  that  have  done  good,  shall  come  forth  to  the  reaur- 
'rection  of  life — and  they  that  have  done  evil,  to  the  resurrection 
of  damnation." — (John  v.  28,  29th.)    Again,  still  keeping  up  the 
distinction  between  the  righteous  and  wicked  in  their  final  state-s 
— "  whosoever  believe th  on  him  might  not  j>erish,  but  have  ever- 
lasting life."    The  term  perish,  here  stands  in  opposition  to  ever- 
lasting life,  and  the  plain  implication  is,  that  those  who  do  not  be- 
lieve, shall  perish.    Here  is  a  plain  and  forcible  argument,  founded 
on  scripture  antithesis,  and  it  proves  the  final  perdition  of  those  who 
reject  Christ.    We  shall  have  occasion  to  brin^  out  more  fully 
this  argument,  in  its  bearing  upon  the  final  condition  of  the  sin- 
ner, when  we  come  to  discuss  the  last  question.    There  are  a 
number  of  small  points  I  should  like  to  notice,  had  I  time,  but  I 
must  take  this  opportunity  to  present  another  and  my  last  neg' 
ative  argument, 

Universalism  is  a  new  discovery^  the  like  of  which  was  never 
thought  of,  before  about  the  commencement  of  the  present  cen- 
y,  by  any  Christian  writer  or  philosopher,  of  whom  we  have 
T  account. 

n  testing  the  claims  of  a  system  of  theolog)r  to  the  character 
truth,  and  the  confidence  of  mankind,  one  important  method 
irriving  at  a  correct  conclusion,  is  the  examination  of  its  his- 
';  not  the  history  of  its  name,  (for  names  are  nothing,)  but  of 
ioctrines — its  essential  elements.    How  were  they  regarded  by 
first  Christian  writers  and  Fathers  ?    In  what  estimation  have 
\y  been  held  by  the  church  generally  from  the  commencement 
of  its  history  ?    In  prosecuting  this  inquiry,  not  the  slightegt  evi- 
dence can  be  found  that  any  such  system  of  doctrine  as  that  ad- 
vocated by  Mr.  Austin  ever  existed,  until  brought  into  being  by 
certain  XJniversalist  Fathers,  about  the  beginning  of  the  19th  cen- 
tury.   In  reading  the  history  of  the  church,  three  or  four  times 
over,  by  as  many  difierent  authors,  I  have  not  been  able  to  find 
the  slightest  traces  of  that  system  recognized  by  the  ancients. 

Indeed,  Mr.  Ballou,  2d,  who  has  taken  special  pains  to  examine 
the  history  of  the  church  with  reference  to  this  point,  acknowl- 
edges that  the  Fathers  of  the  church,  during  the  first  ages  after 
the  Apostles,  did  uniformly  teach  the  doctrines  of  a  future  general 
judgment  and  future  punishment ;  and  he  confesses  that  he  finds 
onl3r  one  man  who  advocated  the  restoration  of  sinners  from  the 
punishment  of  hell.    And  it  is  also  stated  by  the  eame  WTiter, 
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Hal  the  *^Sylnlline  Grades,^-  (pablialied  about  the  m^dle  of  the 
•ecoad  century)  which  contain  the  earliest  explicit  information' 
■extant,  concerning  restoration  from  the  torments  of  hell,  were  a 

Soss  forgery,  **  bronghtjktih  in  tniqutty.^^    (Pages  43, 44,  57,  of 
8  history. 

Origen,  who  lived  in  the  thiid  century,  is  claimed  as  a  sort  of 
Uniyersalist ;  bat  his  Universalism  was  no  more  like  that  defen- 
ded b^  Mr.  Aostin,  than  it  was  like  Mormonism.  Oriffen  was  a 
Christian  Philosopher,  of  the  Platonic  school :  and  his  philosophy 
got  the  better  of  his  theology :  hence,  he  believed  and  taught  the 
pre-existence  and  transmigration  of  souls,  and  adopted  principles 
of  interpretation  which  Universalists  themselves  allow,  are  ab- 
surd to  the  last  degree.  The  only  point  in  which  he  approached 
Universaiism,  was  in  admitting  the  souls  of  the  wicked  to  escape 
from  hell;  and  even  in  this,  he  was  not  a  Universalist.  His  fu- 
ture hell  was  an  endless  hell — its  fires  never  burned  out.  Though 
he  taught  that  the  souls  of  men,  becoming  impure  in  their  trans- 
mi^tions  and  perigrinations,  would  be  sent  to  hell,  and  after 
being  purified  by  punishment,  would  ascend  to  heaven  :  he  at  the 
same  time  allowed  those  who  had  once  escaped,  to  fall  from  their 

Eurity,  and  return  again  to  hell,  to  be  fitted  for  another  flight  to 
eaven.  Thus  he  kept  his  hell  always  full,  and  its  fires  ever 
burning.  Amonest  the  fantastic  notions  held  by  Origen,  are  the 
following :  that  the  souls  of  men  existed  before  they  came  into 
this  world,  and  were  ^'  sent  into  mortal  bodies  for  the  punislunent 
of  sins  committed  in  a  former  state  of  being :  that  after  the  resur- 
rection, all  bodie&will  be  of  a  round  figure:  that  the  sun,  moon 
and  stars  are  animated  beings,  endowed  with  rationaljBouls :  that 
the  damned  may  escape  from  hell — and  that  as  Christ  has  been 
crucified  in  this  world,  to  save  mankind,  so  he  will  be  crucified 
in  the  next,  to  save  the  Devils.'^ — cMosheim's  Eccleaiastical  His 
tory,  vol.  1,  pa^  427.) 

As  to  the  ancient  gnostics,  if  Mr.  Austin  claims  affinity  to  them, 
we  have  a  few  items  of  information  relative  to  their  character 
and  opinions,  we  shall  read,  that  Univenalism  may  have  the  full 
benefit  oi  the  relationship.  I  quote  again  from  Hosea  Ballon,  2d, 
a  standard  Universalist  writer.  He  proceeds-—"  from  the  long 
venerated  but  chimerical  philosophy  of  the  Persians,  they  retained 
the  notion,  that  the  material  world  was  formed,  not  by  the  self 
KXisTENT,  but  by  the  inferior  gods,  called  iEons,  whose  being  was 
derived,  through  a  long  and  intricate  auccession,  as  most  of  them 
thought,  from  him.  This  lead  them  to  regard  the  God  of  the 
Jews,  the  Jehovah  of  the  Old  Tetiamentt  a$  btUa  secondary  beingy 
the  principal  Maker  of  this  world ;  and  they  also  concluded  he 
had  apostatized  more  or  less  from  the  divine  allegiance,  inas- 
much  as  he  had  arrogated  to  himself  the  honors  of  worship,  ano 
as  Christ  had  been  sent  to  annul  his  ancient  covenant,  and  over- 
throw his  institutioBS.*^ — (PageSl.)    InaaodMrplacehtdescdktts 
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those  sects  of  gnostics  called  Basilideans,  Carpocratians,  and 
Valentinians,  who  were  supposed  to  have  held  **  an  eventual  res- 
toration, or  rather,  transmigration  of  all  human  souls  to  a  heav- 
en of  purity  and  bliss.  But  this  tenet  they  appear  to  have  in- 
volved in  other  notions,  wild  and  chimerical  enough  to  toarrani 
the  suspicion  of  lunacy,  were  it  not  for  the  antiquity,  prevalence 
and  reputation  of  that  whimsical  philosophy,  from  which  they 
were  derived." — (Pages  33.)  Such  is  the  character  of  those  sects, 
often  quoted  as  ancient  Universalists.  If  my  friend  wishes  to 
claim  relationship  to  these  absurd  fanatics  and  bold  blasphemers, 
he  is  welcome  to  all  the  aid  they  can  furnish  to  his  cause. 

I  am  not  unaware  of  the  manner  in  which  this  argument  will 
be  attempted  to  be  set  aside.  It  is  very  probable  the  gentleman 
will  speak  of  the  condemnation  of  Universalism  bv  a  General 
Council  of  the  4th  century ;  will  introduce  a  list  of  names,  dis- 
tinguished in  church  and  state,  and  claimed  as  Universalists;  and 
he  may  also  refer  to  Gallileo  and  the  Pope,  and  other  facts  and 
circumstances  connected  with  the  history  of  science.  But  science 
and  religion  cannot  be  viewed  as  parallel  in  their  nature  and  cir- 
cumstances. Science  has  no  infallible  text  book,  containing  the 
ne  plus  ultra,  of  its  facts  and  principles,  but  Christianity  has.  The 
Bible  is  the  text  book  of  Christians ;  and  ^^  whatever  is  not  found 
written  therein,  nor  may  be  proved  thereby,  is  not  to  be  required 
of  any  man  to  be  believed,  or  thought  necessary  to  salvation.'' 

Moreover,  Universalism  is  entirely  another  gospel ;  being  as 
different,  in  every  particular,  from  the  gospel,  as  embraced  by  the 
great  body  of  Christians  for  1800  years,  as  darkness  is  from  lig^t^ 
Were  the  difference  between  the  two  systems  like  that  which  pre- 
vails on  the  subject  of  baptism,  or  the  possibility  of  falling  from 
frace,  the  aspect  of  the  case  would  be  entirely  changed ;  the  fun- 
amentals  of  Christianity  would  be  left  untouched.  But  there  is 
a  radical  difference  in  every  feature.  "  Universalism  has  a  dif^ 
ent  God,  a  different  Christ,  a  different  Spirit,  a  different  sinner,  a 
different  sin,  a  different  atonement,  a  different  pardon,  a  different 
salvation,  a  different  resurrection,  a  different  judgment,  a  different 

?unishment,  a  different  hell,  and  a  different  heaven ;  in  fine,  a  dif- 
erence  with  respect  to  all  the  essential  doctrines  of  Christianity." 
The  above  is  from  the  pen  of  a  Mr.  Royce,  a  writer  against  Uni- 
versalism. Mr.  Whittemore,  referring  to  this  representation  of 
his  system,  remarks,  "  To  this  toe  give  our  assent,  Mr.  Royce  is 
right.  We  confirm  his  words." — [  Trumpet  and  Magazine,  Jug, 
Xo,  louo. 

Now,  the  Bible  is  a  plain  book,  ^ven  by  a  wise  and  holy  Be- 
ing, for  the  express  purpose  of  furnishing  information  to  men,  of 
his  own  character,  and  the  nature  and  pl^n  of  salvation ;  and  yet, 
if  Universalism  be  the  true  system,  not  one  individual,  during  1700 
years  after  God  completed  his  revelation  and  gave  it  to  the  world, 
•aw  a  single  feature  of  the  true  gospel  there.    They  read  it— 


y  Google 


ON  UIfIV£RSAL  SALVATION.  371 

preached  it — wrote  comments  on  it — suffered  and  died  for  it — and 
yet  not  one  of  them  understood  a  single  gospel  fact  or  principle 
announced  in  it.  They  all  supposed  that  the  doctrine  of  a  future 
judgment,  and  future  punishment,  was  taught  there.  Only  one 
individual,  for  a  number  of  the  first  centuries,  discovered  that  the 
souk  of  sinners  might  escape  from  the  fires  of  a  future  hell ;  and 
he  obtained  this  idea,  not  from  the  Bible,  but  from  the  Philoso- 
phy of  Plato.  Here  is  a  fact  to  be  accounted  for.  Strange  in- 
deed, that  the  Bible,  given  professedly  to  teach  men  the  way  to 
heaven,  should  mislead  the  whole  Christian  world  for  1700  yearp, 
until  enlightened  by  the  wisdom  of  Hosea  Ballon.  Mr.  Murray, 
who  is  sometimes  called  the  father  of  Universalism  in  this  coun- 
try, did  not  discover  this  system  in  the  Bible.  Murray  condemned, 
repudiated,  and  denounced  as  infidelity,  the  very  doctrine  that 
Mr.  Austin  is  defending  in  this  discussion.  Before  he  died,  his 
views  of  universal  salvation  began  to  degenerate  into  the  preser.t 
form  of  Universalism.  Murray  had  an  opportunity  to  examine 
it,  and  he  was  so  far  from  finding  it  in  the  Bible,  that  he  declared, 
with  respect  to  those  who  taught  it,  that  he  knew  of  "  no  persons 
farther  from  genuine  Christianity^  than  such  Universalists." — 
iMurraifs  Life^  Page  267. 

What  would  Murray  say  to  the  havoc  made  of  the  doctrine  he 
once  preached  so  zealously,  if  permitted  again  to  visit  our  world, 
and  look  upon  the  ruin  wrought  by  his  degenerate  sons  ?  What 
would  be  his  feelings  1  What  his  language  1  Here  he  would 
see  a  dignified  son  of  Universalism,  laboring  might  and  main,  to 
prove  man  is  not  a  fallen  and  depraved  being !  There  he  would 
see  another  "denying the  Lord  that  bought  him!"  laying  unholy 
hands  on  the  divine  Son  of  God,  and  degrading  him  to  the  char- 
acter of  a  mere  man  I  And  yonder,  a  third,  tugging  to  remove 
the  atonement,  and  substitute  human  punishment  in  its  stead! 
What  a  spectacle  would  this  be  for  Murray !  whose  hopes  of 
heaven  were  centered  in  the  atonement.  His  keen  and  piercing 
eye  would  flash  with  indignation,  while  from  a  full  heart  he 
would  exclaim — 

*•  Oat  ye  impostor*, 
Qoack,  salving,  cheating  physician*— your  skill, 
Is  to  make  well  men  sick,  and  sick  men  kiU  " 

Messrs.  Moderators,  the  father  of  *^  Universalism  as  it  is,"  is 
living.  It  is  Hosea  Ballon,  who,  when  yet  quite  a  lad,  did  ¥ 
the  Bible  had  failed  to  do.  during  1700  years.  By  a  rare  efifo 
genius  and  intellectual  power,  ne  at  once  broke  the  shacl 
rose  above  the  clouds,  and  emerged  into  the  full  blaze  of  go. 
sun-light.  Wonderful  man  I ! !  I  am  aware  that  a  numbe 
men  of  some  distinction,  have,  within  the  last  two  hundred  ye 
expressed  doubts  of  the  endless  duration  of  future  punishmek 
but  not  one  of  them  had  any  notion  of  the  theory  as  taught  l^ 
Mr.  Austin  and  his  brediren.    The  honor  of  this  discovery  was 
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reserved  for  Mr.  Ballon,  who  was  led  to  it,  not  by  studjring  the 
scriptures,  but,  as  he  confesses,  by  reading  a  Deistical  book  ! ! ! ! 

I  will  now  finish  my  review  of  scripture  passages,  usually  ad- 
duced to  support  the  unconditional,  final  safvation  ojf  all  men. 

Colos.  i.  20. — "  And  having  made  peace  through  the  blood  of 
the  cross,  by  him,  to  reconcile  all  things  unto  himself :  by  him,  I 
say,  whether  they  be  thin^  in  earth  or  things  in  heaven."  This 
passage,  so  far  from  teaching  the  do^ma  for  which  Mr.  Austin 
contends,  comes  directly  in  contact  with  the  main  features  of  hi» 
theory.  First,  the  reconciliation  spoken  of  here,  is  e^ted 
^Hhrough  the  blood  of  the  cross,'^  and  "  through  death,''^  as  expressed 
in  verse  22d.  But  this  important  point,  so  prominent  here  and 
elsewhere  in  the  New  Testament,  has  been  distinctly  repudiated 
by  Mr»  Austin  in  this  discussion.  The  ^^  blood  of  the  cross,"  and 
the  *'  death  of  Christ"  have  been  divorced  from  the  subject  of  hu- 
man salvation.  In  the  second  place,  the  '-^ peace''''  and  ^'-reconctli- 
ation*^  mentioned  in  this  verse,  do  not  imply,  or  intimate  anything 
respecting  the  salvation  of  all  men  in  heaven.  The  "things  in 
heaven,  and  things  in  earth,"  says  Clarke,  "  probably  mean  the 
Jews  and  the  Gentiles;  the  state  of  the  former  oeing  always  con- 
sidered a  sort  of  divine  or  celestial  state,  while  that  of  the  latter 
vas  reputed  to  be  merely  ^WA/y,  without  any  mixture  of  spiritual 
ir  heavenly  eood."  Both  these  classes  of  the  human  family  were 
0  be  reconciled — ^brought  into  the  church  of  Christ  on  equal  terms, 
he  "middle  wall  of  partition  bein^  broken  down.  Finally, 
he  object  of  this  reconciliation,  as  it  stands  related  to  another 
*vorld,  is  mentioned  in  the  22d  and  23d  verses,  and  is  clearly  con- 
ditional: "to  present  you  holy  and  unblamable,  and  unrepro- 
vable  in  his  sight  j  if  ye  continue  in  the  faith,  grounded  and  set* 
tied,  and  be  not  moved  avmy  from  the  hope  of  the  ^ospel^  The 
only  sense  in  which  Christ  has  effected  an  unconditional  recon- 
ciliation for  the  human  race,  is  in  removing  the  obstacles  to  human 
salvation.  This  is  effected  "through  Ats  death** — "through  the 
blood  of  the  cross."  But  this  does  not  reconcile  the  sinner  to  God, 
— the  spirit  and  gospel  are  sent  on  this  mission  :  hence,  though 
Christ  had  made  reconciliation,  as  above  described — yet,  the  Apos- 
tle adds,  "  we  pray  you  in  Christ's  stead,  be  ye  reconciled  to  God," 
showing  a  plain  distinction  between  that  reconciliation  by  which 
Christ  opens  the  way  for  the  sinner's  return,  and  the  actual,  per- 
tonal  reconciliation  of  the  sinner  to  God,  by  yielding  to  the  claims 
of  the  gospel. 

Rev.  XXI.  4. — "  And  God  shall  wipe  away  all  tears  from  their 
eyes ;  and  there  shall  be  no  more  death,  neither  sorrow,  nor  cry- 
ing, neither  shall  there  be  any  more  pain ;  for  the  former  things 
are  passed  away."  This  verse  is  usually  quoted  by  Universalists, 
and  applied  to  all  men,  as  proof  that  all  will  be  saved  :  but  a 
more  palpable  perversion  of  scripture,  it  is  difiicolt  to  imagine. 
Read  oa  to  the  eighth  verse,  (the  same  subject  continued,)  and  we 
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hare  the  foUowine  language :  "  But  the  fearful,  and  unbelieving, 
and  the  abominable,  and  murderous,  and  whoremongers,  and  sor- 
cerers, and  idolators,  and  all  liars,  shall  have  their  part  in  the  lake 
which  burneth  with  fire  and  brimstone ;  which  is  the  second  death. ''^ 

Ezekiel  xxxiii.  11. — ^^  As  I  live,  saith  the  Lord  God,  I  have  no 
pleasure  in  the  death  of  the  wicked.'^  Also,  chap,  xviii.  32. — God 
says,  ^*  I  have  no  pleasure  in  the  death  of  him  that  dieth."  On 
this  language  I  remark  :  The  death  here  spoken  of,  is  in  the  fu- 
ture state,  or  it  is  not.  If  not,  the  passage  does  not  relate  to  a 
future  state  at  all,  and  cannot  be  consistently  applied  to  that  state. 
If  this  death  is  in  the  future  state,  then  so  far  from  disproring,  it 
positirel^  sets  forth  a  liability  to  death  in  another  world.  More- 
oYer,  this  language  is  in  the  present  tense,  ^^  him  that  dieth,"  and 
hence  implies  that  some  men  did  endure  that  death  which  God  had 
no  pleasure  in.  The  language  also  implies  that  others  were  ex- 
posed to  death,  though  God  had  no  pleasure  in  it.  Hence,  the 
exhortation  which  follows — "turn  yourselves  and  live  ye." 
Whether  this  passage  refers  to  death  in  this  world,  or  the  f uture^ 
it  can  afford  no  proof  that  all  men  will  be  saved, 

Isaiah XXV.  8. — "He  will  swallow  up  death  in  victory, and  the 
Lord  will  wipe  away  tears  from  off  all  faces :  and  the  rebuke  of 
his  people  shall  he  take  away  from  off  all  the  earth :  for  the  Lord 
hath  spoken  it."  This  verse  does  not  refer  to  a  future  state,  but 
is  a  description  of  the  happiness  attendant  upon  deliverance  from 
temporal  judgments. 

Isaiah  Ivii.  16. — "  For  Iwill  not  contend  forever;  neither  will 
I  be  always  wroth  :  for  the  spirit  should  f^l  before  me,  and  the  - 
•ouls  which  I  have  made."  You  recollect,  doubtless,  how  elo- 
quently the  gentleman  discoursed  upon  this  passage;  but  his 
whole  e^rt  was  based  upon  the  assumption,  that  the  verse  is  ap- 
plicable, unconditionally^  to  all  men.  But  this  supposition  contra- 
dicts the  scope  of  the  context,  and  also  its  plainly  expressed  lan- 
guage. The  15th  verse  fixes  the  application  of  the  quotation  to 
the  ^^  humble  apiriV^ — to  "  the  contrite  ones.''''  It  is  explained  by 
our  Lord  in  Matt.  v.  4th — "  Blessed  are  they  that  mourn,  for 
they  shall  be  comforted."  That  the  passage  does  not  apply  in- 
discriminately, to  all  men,  is  also  evident  from  the  20th  and  21st 
verses,  which  describe  the  wicked  as  destitute  of  peace,  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  "  contrite  ones^^^  with  whom  the  Lord  "  will  not  con- 
tend forever." 

Lam.  iii.  31-33. — "  For  the  Lord  will  not  cast  off  forever.  But 
though  he  cause  V^ti^  yet  will  he  have  compassion,  according  to 
the  multitude  of  his  mercies.  For  he  doth  not  afflict  wilk'ngly, 
nor  grieve  the  children  of  men."  From  this  we  learn  that  God 
often  punishes,  or  afflicts,  to  humble  the  proud  spirit,  and  when 
we  allow  his  visitations  to  lead  us  to  repentance,  he  restores  us 
according  to  the  multitude  of  his  mercies,  by  which  he  treats  us 
better  than  we  deserve,  and  "will  not  cast  off  forever." 
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Micah  vii.  18. — "  He  retaineth  not  his  anger  forever,  beeavfle 
he  dclighteth  in  mercy."  This  verse  wilh  its  context,  stands  di- 
rectly opposed  to  Universalism,  inasmuch  as  it  declares  that  God 
pardoneth  iniquity,  and  passeth  by  the  transgression  of  the  rem- 
nant of  his  heritage.  He  "  retaineth  not  his  anger  forever,  for  he 
delighteth  in  mercy."  On  this,  Clarke  remarks  :  "  Nothing  can 
please  him  better,  than  having  the  opportunity?  from  the  return 
and  repentance  of  the  sinner,  to  show  him  that  mercy  without 
which  ne  must  perish  everlastingly ^ 

Rom.  xiv.  7-8. — "  For  none  of  us  liveth  to  himself,  and  no  man 
dieth  to  himself.    For  whether  we  live,  we  live  unto  the  Lord  ; 
and  whether  we  die,  we  die  unto  the  Lord ;  whether  we^ive  there- 
fore, or  die,  we  are  the  Lord^s."    This  language  is  addressed  to 
Christians,  and  has  a  si>ecial  application.     It  teaches  the  doctrine 
of  personal  accountability,  in  life  and  in  death,  in  this  world  and 
the  world  to  come.    Christ  is  ^^  Lord,  both  of  the  dead  and  liv- 
ing," to  whom  all  are  responsible  for  their  conduct.     For,  says 
Paul  in  the  context,  "  we  must  all  stand  before  the  judgment  seat 
of  Christ." 
2  Corinth,  v.  19. — "  God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling  the  world 
ito  himself,  not  imputing  their  trespasses  unto  them  :  and  hath 
immitted  unto  us  the  word  of  reconciliation."    But  why  commit 
the  Apostles  the  ^^  word  of  reconciliation,"  and  send  them  out 
beseech  the  world  "  in  Christ's  stead,  to  be  reconciled  to  God," 
the  reconciliation  is  already  effected,  independent  of  human 
zency  1    This  passage^  with  its  context,  teaches,  in  a  most  em- 
matic  manner,  that  Christ  has  made  a  vicarious  atonement  in  be- 
half of  a  sinful  world,  by  which  the  legal  disabilities  are  removed, 
and  the  way  opened  for  the  world  to  be  reconciled  to  Grod.    Hence, 
the  language  of  Paul :  ^^  as  though  God  did  beseech  you  by  us, 
we  pray  you  in  Christ's  stead,  be  ye  reconciled  to  God."     What 
then — will  men  be  saved,  whether  diey  are  reconciled  to  God  or 
not  ?    No,  for  the  Savior  himself  says,  *^  he  that  believeth  not, 
shall  be  damned?'* 

1  Thess.  V.  9. — "  Grod  hath  not  appointed  us  to  wrath,  but  to 
obtain  salvation  through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  This  language 
is  addressed  specially  and  entirely  to  Christians.  This  is  evident 
from  \\it  fifth  vers€y  when,  after  having  described  certain  charac- 
ters who  cry  peace,  when  **  sudden  destruction  cometh  upon 
them,"  he  says,  "ye are  all  the  children  of  light,  and  the  children 
of  the  day :  we  are  not  of  the  night  nor  of  darkness."  It  is  also 
true  in  a  general  sense.  God  hath  not  appointed  any  to  wrath, 
but  to  obtain  salvation,  on  condition  that  they  embrace  the  gos- 
pel by  a  holy,  soul-purifying  faith. 

Hcb.  xii.  10-11. — Here  we  are  informed  that  God  chastens  us 
"  for  our  profit,  that  we  may  be  partakers  of  his  holiness."  This 
is  true  of  the  children  of  God,  concerning  whom  this  langua^  is 
spoken.    But  whether  it  shall  yield  the  peaceable  fruit  of  right- 
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eoosness  to  them  who  are  exercised  thereby,  depends  npon  the 
disposition  with  which  we  receive  it.  We  are,  therefore,  caution  ed 
to  ^^  despise  not  the  chastening  of  the  Lord,  nor  faint  when  we  are 
rebuked  of  him."  In  the  connection,  there  are  other  characters 
spoken  of,  denominated  bastards,  and  not  sons,  who  are  not  sub- 
jects of  divine  chastening,  and  are  not,  by  such  means,  made  ^*  par- 
takers of  his  holiness.^'  Universalism  cannot  be  tortured  from 
this  chapter,  nor  any  part  of  it. 

I  have  now  given  a  brief  exposition  of  the  most  important  scrip- 
ture proofs,  on  which  Universalists  depend,  in  the  scripture  arg- 
ument, for  the  truth  of  their  doctrine.  If  any  one  doubts  whether 
I  have  given  the  plain  and  natural  sense  of  the  passages  adduced, 
let  him  refer  to  the  Bible,  read  them  with  their  connection,  and 
compare  their  obvious  meaning  with  my  explanation,  and  I  will 
be  satisfied  with  the  result.  Of  one  thing  I  am  sure  :  unless  the 
idea  of  unconditional  universal  salvation  were  previously  in  the 
mind,  no  one  would  ever  think  of  such  a  notion  as  being  taught 
in  these  scripture  paragraphs. 

Mr.  Austin  has  another  affirmative  argument,  predicated  on  the 
pleasure  of  God.  It  is  a  little  singular,  that  the  gentleman  should 
Duild  a  separate  argument  on  the  pleasure  of  God,  after  having 
g^ven  us  one,  on  the  desire  of  God.  For,  certainly,  the  pleasure 
of  God,  cannot  in  anything  material,  be  distinguished  from  the 
desirsy  or  'intention  of  God.  It  is  in  this  way  my  friend  multi- 
plies his  arguments  to  such  an  extent ;  a  single  idea,  separated 
into  parts,  lurnishes  material  for  a  number  oi  deductions.  But 
if  this  should  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  a  separate  argument,  the 
same  mode  of  reasoning  by  which  I  replied  to  my  fnend's  con- 
clusion from  divine  desire  and  intention,  will  apply  here.  If  God's 
desire,  or  intention,  respecting  the  final  condition  of  men,  be  not 
absolute  and  unconditional,  no  more  is  his  pleasure.  These  must 
agree  with  each  other,  and  at  the  same  time  harmonize  with  the 
constitution  of  man,  and  the  principles  of  moral  government.  Be- 
sides, if  God's  pleasure  be  absolute — ^if  it  irresistibly  controls 
moral  character  and  condition,  what  we  see  around  us  daily,  is  a 
development  of  its  practical  results,  and  this  is  anything  but  a 
pledge  of  final  holiness  and  happiness  for  all  men.  If  any  fur- 
ther reply  be  deemed  necessary,  we  have  it  in  the  fact  that  many 
things  exist  which  he  has  no  pleasure  in.  For  example — "  I  have 
no  pleasure  in  the  death  of  him  that  dieth^  Still,  men  did  die, 
and  will  continue  to  die,  as  long  as  they  are  sinners:  and  being 
incorrigible  sinners,  they  will  die  without  remedy.  There  are  a 
few  small  points  to  which  I  will  briefly  attend,  if  my  time  holds 
out. 

Mr.  Austin  tells  us  hell  is  to  be  destroyed,  as  well  as  sin. 
Well,  if  this  were  true,  it  would  be  a  matter  of  no  consequence  in 
this  discussion,  since  the  hell  to  which  he  refers,  on  his  own  prin- 
ciples, has  no  connection  with  sin.    But  the  gentleman  has  made 
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two  mistakes,  in  supposing  the  grave  is  all  the  hell  Aere  is,  and 
that  the  destruction  of  hell  implies  the  final  salvation  of  all  men. 
Both  these  points  are  unsupported— nav,  contradicted  by  scripture. 
The  destruction  of  hell  is  described  in  Rev.  xx.  14—"  And 
death  and  hell  were  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire.  This  is  the  second 
death.''  "  And  whosoever  was  not  foond  written  in  the  book  of 
life,  was  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire." 

Again,  the  gentleman  says,  according  to  my  doctrine,  a  great 
majority  of  the  human  family  must  be  lost.  If  this  were  so,  it 
is  difficult  to  see  what  connection  it  has  with  this  question.  Bat 
I  have  not  said  so,  nor  do  I  believe  so. 

Ma.  Austin. — Of  those  who  have  already  lived. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  have  no  objection  to  this  explanation,  still,  I 
do  not  believe  the  greater  part  are  lost^  but,  on  tne  contrary,  that 
the  great  majority  will  secure  heaven,  through  Jesus  Christ,  who 
is  "  the  true  light,  that  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the 
world." 

Mr.  Austin  also  dwells  considerably  upon  the  words,   "All 
things  are  riven  into  his  (Chrisf  s)  hands."    The  plain  meaning 
"'  this  is,  that  Christ  possesses,  by  divine  authority,  all  the  q^uali* 
itions  necessary  to  execute  the  mediatorial  scheme,  and  is  su- 
ite in  the  mediatorial  kingdom.    Having  made  the  atonement, 
bas  the  control  of  means  and  njpasures  to  be  employed  in  pro- 
ming  his  g;08pel  and  calling  sinners  to  repentance.    The  Fa- 
r  has  committed  the  management  of  this  whole  subject  to  Christ, 
J  in  his  office  of  Mediator,  must  reign  until  the  time  of  the  end, 
en  the  kingdom  will  be  delivered  up  to  the  Father,  and  God 
jiU  be  all  in  all.    In  the  meantime,  all  men  are  embraced  in  the 
jsigns  of  his  mercy,  and  "  they  that  come  to  him,  he  will  in  iw 
vise  cast  out.^^ — [  Ttme  expired. 


[MR.  AU8TIlf*8  TWELFTH  SPEECH.] 

Gent.  Moderators : — Mr.  Holmes  deniee  he  ever  prayed  that 
the  wicked  might  go  down  to  hell.  But  why  not  ?  If  there  is  a 
place  of  endless  torment,  and  it  is^t^t  and  right  for  the  wicked  to 
[0  there,  as  he  professes  to  believe,  why  should  he  not  PRAY 
or  such  an  event  to  take  place  ?  Why  should  he  not  say — "  O 
Lord,  send  the  wicked  to  hell — allow  them  there  no  opportu- 
nity to  repent,  but  compel  them  to  remain  in  torment  and  sin 
forever !"  There  is  not  a  professing  christian  in  the  world,  hav- 
ing the  slightest  regard  for  his  reputation,  who  would  dare  make 
such  a  prayer  in  public*    Indeed  there  is  no  true  christian  who 


fi 


*  The  nearMl  approach  to  a  prayer  of  this  description,  of  which  I  have  eT«T  heard, 
was  in  the  case  or  a  certain  D.  D.  in  Aabarn,  trho  in  the  midst  of  a  revival  prayed 
-^O  LoH,  wa  THANK  thee  that  thou  hast  made  ft  HEIXfor  tha  wiokad  t !  ]*• 
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coald  have  the  slightest  inclination  to  put  up  such  a  prayer  to 
the  Throne  of  Infinite  Love.  Is  it  not  most  remarkable  that  the 
self-constituted  Evangelical  sects,  hold  a  prominent  and  funda- 
mental doctrine,  for  which  not  one  of  them  would  he  caueht 
praying — yea,  for  which  every  one  of  them  would  be  ASHAM- 
ED to  pray ! ! 

The  Elder  declares  there  is  no  need  of  praying  for  the  salvation 
of  all,  if  all  are  to  be  saved  /  This  thought  is  singularly  origi 
nal.  According  to  this  idea,  when  we  believe  that  men  mil  be 
damned,  then  we  should  pray  that  they  mav  be  ttaved.  But  if 
we  believe  that  the  heavenly  Father  has  willed  to  save  all,  then 
we  must  not  pray  for  their  salvation — we  must  not  say — "  Thy 
Will  be  done!'*  It  is  evident  the  gentleman's  view  of  prayer  is, 
that  it  will  induce  the  Deity  to  change  his  purposes  towards  man. 
Hence  he  thinks,  if  prayer  will  not  have  such  an  influence,  it 
would  be  wholly  useless.  May  I  inform  my  brother,  that  one 
great  object  of  i>rayer,  is  its  effect  upon  the  supplicant's  own 
heart — to  bring  it  into  submission  to  the  Will  and  Purpose  of 
God.  During  the  agony  in  Gethsemane,  Christ  prayed — "Not 
my  will  but  thine  be  done." — (Luke  xxii.  42.)  Aj-e  we  to  sup- 
pose Jesus  was  doubtful  whether  God  would  accomplish  his 
Will,  and  prayed  in  order  to  persuade  him  to  be  willing  to  do  his 
own  Will  ?  Wo  J  the  object  of  the  Redeemer's  prayer  was  to 
bring  his  will  into  subjection  to  |he  Will  of  his  Father !  Thus 
St.  raul  directs,  that  prayers  be  made  for  all  men — (1  Tim.  ii. 
1) — ^not  to  induce  God  to  save  all,  but  to  bring  the  hearts  of 
those  who  utter  such  a  prayer,  into  a  wUlingnesSy  that  the  glori- 
ous purpose  of  Jehovah  to  bring  every  creature  to  salvation, 
should  be  accomplished.  A  prayer  to  produce  such  effect,  is 
greatlv  needed  bv  thousands  in  our  own  day,  as  well  as  in  the 
age  of  the  Apostle  ! ! 

He  charges  me  with  pervertine  Dr.  Clarke's  views.  I  plead 
not  guilty  to  this  accusation.  Whatever  I  have  given  from  Dr. 
C.,  has  been  in  his  own  languslge.  If  some  of  the  sentiments 
quoted,  conflict  with  the  views  and  language  of  the  Doctor  on 
other  topics,  the  disagreement  arises  from  the  confused  notions  of 
Dr.  C.  himself,. and  which  prevail  among  his  own  sect,  and  not 
in  any  use  I  have  made  of  his  plain  declarations. 

Elder  Holmes  attempts  a  very  feeble  reply  to  my  argument 
from  Antithetical  passages  of  scripture.  Does  he  even  assert 
that  my  construction  of  those  passages,  was  not  correct  ?  Does 
he  attempt  to  show  they  do  not  conclusively  prove  the  salvation 
of  all  men  1  No.  He  simply  introduces  one  solitary  passage — 
(John  V.  28,  29) — which  he  claims  to  be  antithetical.^  and  wnich 
he  would  have  you  believe  overthrows  all  those  I  brought  for- 
ward in  my  argument.  In  other  words,  he  makes  the  Bible  con- 
tradict itself,  in  order  to  overthrow  Universalism !  But  here  his 
usual  misfortone  attends  him.    Allowing  the  passage  to  be  anti- 
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theticaly  it  proves  nothing  against  the  final  salvation  of  all  men. 
The  Savior  is  simply  describing  the  moral  resurrection  which 
takes  place  wherever  his  eospel  is  proclaimed.  Those  who  hear, 
believe  and  practice  the  doctrines  and  precepts  of  the  gospel,  are 
introduced  into  the  enjoyment  of  spiritual  life  and  peace.  But 
those  on  the  contrary,  who  reject  the  gospel,  and  violate  its  prin- 
ciples, enter  into  a  state  of  damnation — {Gr.  kriseos — cokdemnj^- 
TioN) — i.  e.  an  unhappy  condition  of  mind  and  heart.  This 
moral  resurrection  had  already  commenced  when  Jesus  uttered 
the  passage  under  consideration.  This  is  evident  from  the  con- 
text:  *' He  that  heareth  my  word,  and  believeth  on  him  that 
sent  me,  hath  everlasting  life,  and  shall  not  come  into  condem- 
nation, [Gr.  krisin^  but  IS  PASSED  from  death  unto  life.  Veri- 
ly, verily,  I  say  unto  you,  the  hour  is  coming,  and  NOW  IS, 
when  the  dead  shall  hear  the  voice  of  the  Son  of  God  ;  and  they 
that  hear,  shall  /it?«." — (v.  24,  25.)  Thus,  allowing  the  passage 
to  be  antithetical^  it  furnishes  no  evidence  against  the  doctrine  of 
Universal  Salvation.  But  it  is  not  antithetical.  What  is  an  an- 
tithesis ?  It  is  not  a  sentence  where  one  fact  is  simply  mention- 
ed in  connection  with  another  fact,  as  in  the  passage  quoted  by 
Elder  Holmes.  But  it  is  a  sentence  where  one  thing  is  set  over 
against  another  to  balance  it,  as  in  a  pair  of  scales.  A  pure  spe- 
cimen of  this  description  of  composition,  is  found  in  1  Cor.  xr. 
22:— 

"  As  in  Adam  ?     «> vk*v  ark_  S  ^  Christ  %h»X\ 

ALL  DIE,  J— U.viiN  Hi>-j     ALL  BE  MADE  ALIVE.»» 

Here  the  latter  part  of  the  sentence  balances  the  former,  and 

firoves  a  restoration  in  Christ,  of  ALL  that  was  lost  in  Adam, 
t  must  be  evident  to  every  mind,  that  the  Elder  has  not  even  ap- 
proached my  Antithetical  argument.  I  would  urge  our  hearers  to 
review  that  argument,  and  carefully  note  the  remarkable  charac- 
ter of  the  passages  of  scripture  which  are  there  quoted.  They 
prove  to  a  demonstration,  that  whatever  and  a//,  that  the  human 
race  may  be  said  to  have  lost,  in  consequence  of  being  created  in 
the  Adamic  nature,  subject  to  temptation,  evil  and  sin— shall  be 
restored  or  made  up  to  them  in  Christ ;  in  the  spiritual  nature  he 
will  bestow  upon  them. 

Mr.  Holmes  endeavors  to  overthrow  this  argument  by  attempt- 
ing to  show  that  my  views  on  several  points,  are  incorrect. 
Suppose  all  this  were  so,  what  connection  have  my  alleged  er- 
rors with  the  meaning  of  the  passages  under  consideration  1  I 
have  shown  that  St.  Paul  declares  m^so  many  words,  that  all 
that  mankind  have  lost  in  their  Adamic  nature,  will  be  restored 
to  them  in  Christ.  This  is  the  argument.  Has  the  Elder  at- 
tempted to  disprove  it  ?  No.  He  has  wholly  evaded  it.  Hence 
the  argument  is  mine. 
The  Elder  indulges  in  a  bold  assertion  in  relation  to  my  views 
.    of  the  5th  chapter  of  Romans,  from  whence  I  have  drawn  seve- 
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ral  passages  in  my  Antithetical  argument.  He  says  I  do  not  be* 
lieve  the  plain  assertions  of  this  cnapter,  and  that  Universalism 
•wholly  denies  them.  There  is  not  one  word  of  truth  in  this  decla- 
ration !  f  I  could  with  as  much  propriety  charge  him  with  re- 
jecting the  whole  Bible,  and  there  would  be  quite  as  much  truth 
in  sucn  an  assertion !  Universalism  denies  nothing  in  that  chap- 
ter ;  but  draws  some  of  its  strongest  proofs  from  its  comprehen- 
sive teachings.  And  as  for  myself,  I  believe  every  word  the 
Apostle  has  there  written.  No  part  of  the  Divine  Volume  is 
more  precious  to  me,  or  gives  me  more  enlarged  and  glorious 
views  of  the  work  which  Christ  has  pledged  himself  to  complete ! 
But  I  frankly  acknowledge,  I  disbelieve  and  reject  the  limping 
construction  which  Elder  Holmes,  and  his  theological  coadjutors, 
put  upon  the  5th  of  Romans.  Here  we  have  a  specimen  of  his 
short-sighted  logic.  He  assumes  that  his  construction  of  the  chan- 
ter is  tne  true  one ;  and  because  I  repudiate  that,  he  childishly 
accuses  me  of  disbelieving  the  chapter  itself/  I  humbly  suggest 
that  there  is  an  infinite  distinction  between  the  principles  which 
St.  Paul  inculcates  in  that  chapter,  and  the  doctrines  which  the 

?artialist  school  seek  to  draw  from  it.    The  latter  I  reject — ^the 
ormer  I  believe. 

The  last  of  the  forlorn  array  of  Negative  Arguments,  which 
Elder  Holmes  has  introduced,  is  truly  unique.  It  is  that  Univer- 
salism is  a  new  discovery.  He  declares  it  was  never  dreamed  of, 
until  modern  days — ^and  is  not  J?/fy  years  old !  Why  does  he  not 
give  credit  for  this  argument?  It  came  from  Matthew  Hale 
Smith. 

Mr.  Holmbs. — ^I  have  never  seen  any  thing  about  that  in  Mat- 
thew Hale  Smith. 

Mr.  Austin. — It  is  in  the  book  which  the  Elder  shook  at  me  a 
few  days  ago,  and  from  which  he  has  not  ventured  to  read  a 
word.  The  distinguished  honor  of  originating  this  crushing  ar- 
gument on  the  age  of  Universalism,  belongs  to  Matthew,  and  he 
should  not  be  roobed  of  it.  But  look  at  this  argument  for  a  mo- 
ment, under  the  supposition  that  I  should  allow  it  to  be  well 
founded.  Universalism  is  a  new  doctrine,  therefore  it  must  be 
falsi:.  Who  can  but  admire  this  logic!  Let  us  apply  it  to 
some  other  cases.  There  was  a  time  when  the  Gospel  was  a 
new  doctrine — there  was  a  time  when  Protestantism,  was  new — 
when  Methodism  was  new.  Now  if  the  opposers  of  these  sys- 
tems, were  as  shrewd,  and  dealt  in  as  *'  deep  water^'  as  my  oppo- 
nent, they  would  have  insisted  that  Christianity,  Protestantism 
and  Armenianism,  were  all  false,  because  new  f  How  easy  and 
certain  the  triumph  of  the  Jews,  the  Catholics,  and  the  Calvin- 
bts,  when  defended  by  an  argument  so  mighty ! ! 

But  the  argument  has  not  even  the  virtue  of  resting  on  correct 
premises.    Universalism  is  NOT  a  new  doctrine.    What  is  Uni 
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versalism  ?  I  am  aware  my  friend  and  the  rest  of  hLs  school,  la- 
bor to  make  the  public  believe  that  Universalism  consists  simply 
in  rejecting  the  doctrine  oi  future  punishment.  But  I  beg  the  au- 
dience to  be  assured,  the  rejection  of  this  sentiment,  has  no  more 
necessary  connection  with  Universalism,  than  with  Calvinism. 
Some  Universalists  believe  in  future  punishment,  and  others  do 
not.  But  neither  the  beli^  nor  the  disbelief  oi  that  doctrine,  con- 
stitutes any  individual  a  Universalist,  An  Atheist  rejects  future 
punishment.  Does  thaf  make  him  a  Universalist  ?  A  Catholic 
believes  in  future  (purgatorial)  limited  punishment,  to  be  follow- 
ed by  restoration  to  holiness  and  happiness.  Does  that  consti- 
tute him  a  Universalist  ?  What,  then,  is  Universalism  ?  It  is  the 
doctrine  that  in  the  '^fullness  of  times,"  all  mankind  will  be 
brought  into  a  condition  of  holiness  and  happiness,  through  the 
Mediatorial  rei^n  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  Grod.  Every  man 
who  believes  this  great  truth,  is  in  faith  a  Universalist,  whatever 
else  he  may  believe.  It  is  but  a  matter  of  common  courtesy,  ob- 
served among  the  candid  of  all  classes,  to  allow  each  sect  to  ex- 
plain their  own  sentiments.  And  such  as  I  have  described  it,  is 
the  meaning  invariably  given  to  Universalism,  by  believers  in 
that  doctrine.  How  shallow,  then,  the  objection  that  Universal- 
ism is  not  fifty  years  old ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says  John  Murray  did  not  find  modern  Universal- 
ism in  the  Bible.  John  Murray  fpund  the  same  Universalism  in 
the  Bible  in  his  day,  that  the  venerable  Hosea  Ballon,  and  aU  liv- 
ing Universalist  ministers  do  in  our  day.  There  is  no  difference 
in  their  opinions  on  this  great  doctrine.  True,  they  may  hold 
various  views  on  minor  points,  and  some  Universalists  now,  ihay 
entertain  opinions  on  secondary  matters,  different  from  those  of 
Murray.  So,  I  have  no  doubt,  many  of  the  Methodists  enter- 
tain opinions  on  various  religious  topics,  which  materially  differ 
from  the  views  of  John  Wesley ;  but  does  this  prove  that  they 
are  not  Methodists  1 

Friend  Holmes  thinks  if  John  Murray  should  come  back  to 
earth,  his  eyes  would  flash  with  "  HOLY*  indignation"  at  the  con- 
dition in  which  he  would  find  his  Universalist  brethren.  If  my 
friend  thinks  Murray's  indignation  would  be  of  a  holy  nature,  he 
must  believe  that  he  is  now  holy  and  happy,  notwithstanding  his 
Universalism.  It  would  seem  then  that  all  the  Elder's  outcry 
about  the  danger  and  peril  of  believing  in  the  salvation  of  the 
world,  was  mere  sound  and  moon-shine,  got  up  for  effect !  He 
evident]  V  believes  a  man  Qan  be  a  Universalist,  and  yet  be  sav- 
ed !  I  desire  our  hearers  to  bear  this  in  mind,  when  he  warns 
again  of  the  danger  of  believing  in  Universalism.  Should  the 
sainted  Murray  come  back  to  earth,  his  eyes  would  flash  with 
joy^  instead  of  indignation,  at  the  wide  diliusion  of  the  beloved 

*  Elder  Holmm  hat  omitted  tho  word  ^\ic\f*  in  hit  printed  tpoedi. 
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doctrine  to  which  he  devoted  hie  life  on  the  earth.  Instead  of 
the  haodful  whp  co-operated  with  him  in  the  good  work,  he 
would  now  find  nearly  eight  hundred  preachers,  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  helievers ! 

But  what  would  John  Calvin  say,  should  he  come  hack  to 
earth  ?  He  would  spurn  the  Elder  and  his  whole  sect,  as  Evan- 
gelical preachers,  or  christians !  He  would  cast  them  off  from  the 
christian  fraternity,  as  heretics  and  unbelievers.  Yea,  he  would 
disown  his  own  professed  followers,  who  clin^  to  his  name^  but 
are  ashamed  to  acknowled^  their  belief  in  his  doctrines.  With 
eyes  flashing  with  holy  indignation,  he  would  exclaim  to  the 
whole  array  of  modern  EvangSisU — **  Avaunt !  degenerate  sons ! ! 
Ye  hare  all  departed  from  the  true  faith !  I  disown  and  cast  you 
off  as  hypocritical  pretenders  /  /" 

My  friend  insists  that  Unirersalists  have  a  different  God — a  dif- 
ferent Christ — a  different  Atonement,  and  a  different  hell  from  the 
partialist  portion  of  the  community.  In  one  sense,  this  is  true. 
Our  views  vary  materially  from  theirs,  on  these  topics.  The  Being 
we  worship,  is  a  **  God  of  Love,'^  and  not  of  Wrath ! !  Our  Christ 
is  not  a  weaJc  Savior,  who  would  like  to  do  a  great  work,  but  can- 
not. The  Savior  in  whom  we  believe,  is  both  able  and  willing  to 
save  ALL  he  came  to  save,  and  to  finish  the  work  his  Father  gave 
kim  to  do !  The  Atonement  in  which  we  believe,  is  that  which 
reconciles  man  to  his  Crsator,  and  not  God  to  his  creatures! 
Our  hell  is  that  of  which  the  Bible  speaks,  in  which  the  wicked 
are  involved,  so  long  as  they  continue  in  disobedience,  and  not  a 
Hell  stolen  from  the  Heathen,  full  of  demons  and  devils,  and  molt- 
en lava ! !  In  other  words,  our  faith  in  regard  to  these  several 
matters,  we  have  drawn  directly  from  God's  own  Record,  and  not 
from  ancient  Pagan  traditions,  or  modern  creeds. 

Mr.  Holmes  Ium  given  us  a  criticism  on  Colos.  i.  20 — **  Having 
made  peace  through  the  blood  of  his  Cross,  by  him  to  reconcile 
all  things  unto  himself;  by  him,  I  say,  whether  they  be  things  in 
earth,  or  things  in  heaven."  To  overthrow  the  proof  which  this 
passage  affords  the  doctrine  of  impartial  salvation,  he  says — *'  the 
blood  of  Christ,"  and  "  the  death  of  Christ,**  have  been  divorced 
from  the  subject  of  human  salvation,  by  roe,  in  this  discussion.  It 
is  not  a  little  difficult  to  determine  whether  such  a  declaration  is  to 
he  attributed  to  consummate  stupidity,  or  a  wilful  disposition 
to  misrepresent,  on  the  part  of  my  opponent!  Charity  would 
incline  me  to  the  former  supposition ;  but  it  does  not  seem  possi- 
ble he  can  be  so  ignorant  as  to  believe  the  statement  he  has  made ! 
He  has  fallen  into  the  same  pit  here,  that  he  dug  for  himself  in  re- 
lation to  my  views  on  the  5th  of  Romans.  Pray,  how  have  I  * 
••  divorced**  "  the  blood  of  Christ*'  and  "  the  death  of  Christ,*'  from 
human  salvation !  The  idea  which  the  Elder  and  his  class  of  the- 
ologians have  drawn  from  the  heathen  notion  of  sacrifices  and  at- 
tached to  these  scripture  phrases,  I  have  "  divorced**  from  homp* 
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salvation,  I  acknowledge.  But  in  every  sense  in  which  the  scrip- 
ture  writers  use  these  expressions,  and  attach  them  to  humao  sal- 
vation, I  sincerely  receive  them.  For  his  own  reputation,  I  trust 
Elder  Holmes  will  not  again  plunge  into  the  hlunuer  of  assuming 
that  his  construction  of  scripture,  and  scripture  itself,  arc  synony- 
mous, and  charp:e  me  with  rejecting  the  latter,  because  I  disallow 
the  former !  When  this  sophistry  is  once  exposed,  it  becomes 
childish  to  repeat  it. 

The  Elder  undertakes  to  limit  the  universality  of  the  passage 
under  consideration,  by  reference  to  a  contingency  in  the  context. 
**  And  you  th^t  sometimes  were  alienated,  and  enemies  in  your 
mind  by  wicked  works,  yet  now  hath  he  reconciled  *  *  *  if 
ye  continue  in  the  faith,  grounded  and  settled,  and  be  not  moved 
away  from  the  hope  of  the  gospel."  A  small  amount  of  discern- 
ment will  show  that  the  contingency,  expressed  in  the  words — *•  If 
ye  continue  in  the  faith,"  etc. — has  reference  solely  to  the  fact  of 
the  Colossians  being  reconciled  *'  noir,"  at  that  particular  time,  and 
not  to  the  great  purpose  of  God  to  reconcile  all  things  to  himself 
through  Christ,  in  ••  the  fullness  of  times."  The  declaration  of 
Dr.  Clarke,  that  the  terms  •*  things  in  earth,  and  things  in  heaven," 
signify  the  Jews  and  Gentiles,  does  not  militate  against  my  con- 
struction of  the  passage.  For  it  is  well  known  that  in  Bible  lan- 
guage, the  terms  Jews  and  Gentiles,  include  all  mankind  /  Why 
did  not  Mr.  Holmes  tell  us  all  Dr.  Clarke  said  upon  this  passage  ? 
Dr.  C.  informs  us  that  Dr.  Hammond  declares  tne  terms  **  things 
in  earth,  and  things  in  heaven,"  are  **  a  kind  of  collective  phrase, 
to  signify  all  the  worlds  or  cdl  mankind  r* 

My  brother  Holmes  has  also  made  an  attempt  to  ''explain  away 
the  force  of  the  great  truth  asserted  by  the  Prophet — •*!  will  not 
contend  forever,  neither  will  I  be  always  wroth;  for  the  spirit 
should  fail  before  me,  and  the  souls  which  I  have  made." — (Isa. 
Ivii.  16.)  He  insists  that  the  preceding  verse  limits  this  declara- 
tion to  a  certain  class,  viz :  •*  the  contrite  and  humble."  ••  I  dwell 
in  the  high  and  holy  place,  with  him  also  that  is  of  a  contrite  and 
humble  spirit,  to  revive  the  spirit  of  the  huAbIe,and  to  revive  the 
heart  of  the  contrite  ones." — (v.  15.)  In  what  sense  this  verse 
can  limit  the  application  of  the  assurance  that  Gk)d  will  not  con- 
tend forever,  it  is  difficult  to  see.  It  is  very  certain  the  Most 
High  did  not  mejjn  to  say  simply  that  he  would  not  contend  forer- 
er  with  the  *•  contrite  and  humble."  When  we  give  the  passage 
the  plain  construction  required  b^  the  laws  of  language,  and  the 
dictates  of  good  sense,  its  meaning  becomes  abundantly  evident. 
The  Creator,  after  statin?  that  he  dwells  with  the  contrite  and 
humble,  goes  on  to  reveal  an  infinitely  important  fact  in  relation 
to  all  men,  viz :  that  he  is  not  an  enemy  to  ant  of  the  creatures  he 
has  formed — that  although  he  will  punish  them  justly  for  their 
sins,  vet  be  will  not  war  with  them,  and  tear  them  in  pieces,  as 
'ood-thirsty  savage,  or  the  fierce  hyena,  destroy  their  rie- 
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tims.  This  was  the  momentous  truth  he  aimed  to  impress  upon 
the  hearts  of  men.  He  designed  to  instruet  them  that  he  acted  on 
higher  and  better  principles  than  the  sanguinary  gods  of  the  sur- 
rounding heathen  nations.  The  priests  of  these  gods  taught  that 
they  would  bljcss  Xheir  friends  only,  while  they  would  pour  out 
wrath  and  torment  upon  their  enemies /orerer .'  /  But  the  true  God 
holds  the  tender  relationship  of  Father  to  all  his  creatures,  and  his 
proceedings  with  them  are  characterized  bv  principles  entirely  dif- 
ferent from  those  which  govern  Pagan  idols.  That  this  is  the  en- 
tire meaning  and  spirit  ofthe  passage,  is  evident  not  only  from  the 
structure  of  the  language  itself,  but  also  from  the  succeeding  ver- 
ses. **For  the  iniquity  of  his  covetouRuess  was  I  wroth,  and 
smote  him.  I  hid  me  and  was  wroth,  and  he  went  on  Trbwardly  in 
the  way  of'his  heart.  I  have  seen  his  ways,  and  will  HEAL  him. 
I  will  LF.AD  him  also,  and  restore  comforts  unto  him  and  his 
mourners." — (v.  17,  18.)  Here  God  plainly  asserts  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  his  government,  is  not  like  that  of  heathen  deities,  who 
Sunish  simply  to  destroy ;  but  he  punishes  to  heal  and  restore  the 
isobedient !  How  perfectly  my  opponent  perverts  the  language 
which  inculcates  these  hi^h  and  beautiful  principles,  by  his  con- 
struction of  the  passage.  To  have  it  teach  the  doctrine  he  would 
fasten  upon  it,  the  Prophet  should  have  written  it  thus:  "  I  will 
not  contend  forever,  neither  will  I  be  always  wroth,  with  the 
humble  and  contrite ;  but  I  WILL  contend  FOREVER,  and  I 
WILL  be  ALWAYS  wroth  with  the  millions  of  my  own  children  who 
fail  to  see  and  feel  the  light  of  truth  in  the  brief  span  of  this 
life ! !  !*'  Is  there  a  man,  endowed  with  ordinary  perception,  who 
can  believe  Deity  designed  to  convey  such  an  idea  ? 

Mr.  Holmes  declares  that  there  are  not  the  slightest  traces  of  Uni- 
versalism  in  the  History  of  the  Christian  Church  in  past  ages;  and 
that  for  1700  years,  not  one  man  can  be  named,  wno  knew  any 
thin^  about  it.  In  this  declaration  I  charge  my  opponent  with  ex- 
bibitmg  deplorable  ignorance  of  Ecclesiastical  History,  or  with  the 
most  marked  and  wilful  misrepresentation.  To  sustain  this  posi- 
tion, I  ofier  the  following  facts  to  the  consideration  of  the  audi- 
•>nce,  and  the  world  : 

The  gospel  itself  clearly  proclaims  the  doctrine  of  the  final  sal- 
vation of  ail  mankind,  as  I  have  shown  by  a  large  class  of  the 
most  plain  and  emphatic  passages  to  be  found  in  the  Bible.  That 
this  sentiment  had  always  prevailed  among  the  people  of  God, 
from  the  earliest  ages  of  the  world,  we  are  assured  by  St.  Peter. 
He  declares  that — "The  times  of  the  Restitution  of  ALL 
THINGS,  God  hath  spoken  by  the  mouth  of  ALL  his  Holy  Pro- 
phets since  the  world  began  ! !  !** — (Acts  iii.  21.)  And  the  same 
doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation,  has  been  believed  and  advocated 
in  the  Christian  Church,  by  the  most  eminent  and  learned  men  in 
difierent  ages,  from  the  time  of  the  Apostles,  to  our  own  day. 
Down  to  the  year  A.  D.  190,  there  arc  but  few  traces  of  the  w 
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tiof^  of  the  Christian  Fathers,  now  extant ;  yet  in  these,  we  find 
a  distinct  recognition  of  the  salvation  of  all  men.  About  the  year 
120,  there  were  two  large  sects  in  the  church,  called  "  Basilidians*' 
and  "  Carpocratians.'*  They  were  believers  in  the  final  salvation 
of  all  mankind.  This  was  only  90  years  after  Christ's  death,  and 
but  20  years  after  the  decease  of  St.  John. 

These  sects  must  have  been  in  existence,  and  known  to  that 
Apostle.  About  A.  D.  150,  we  find  this  doctrine  declared  in  what 
are  termed  the  "  Sibylline  Oracles,"  written  by  certain  Christians  to 
convince  the  heathen  of  the  truth  of  Christianity.  The  {vetence 
that  they  were  **  Oracles,"  was  of  course  false ;  and  in  putting 
forth  such  a  claim,  their  authors  ereatly  erred.  Nevertheless, 
these  *•  Oracles'*  serve  to  show  us  wnat  doctrines  prevailed  in  the 
church  at  that  earl^  day.  No  one  doubts  they  j^ve  a  correct  ex- 
position of  the  sentiments  which  were  then  received  by  Christians 
as  <*  Orthodox."  And  as  they  clearly  teach  the  salvation  of  the 
world,  it  is  proof  positive,  that  this  was  a  prevailing  doctrine 
among  the  followers  of  Christ.  In  the  year  190,  the  doctrine  of 
Universal  Salvation  was  plainly  preached  by  Clemens  of  Alexan- 
dria, President  of  the  Catechetical,  or  Theological  School,  at 
Alexandria,  £eypt,  and  one  of  the  most  eminent  of  the  early  Fa- 
thers. After  him  it  was  proclaimed  by  his  pupil,  Orxgen,  the 
most  renowned  scholar  and  theologian,  between  the  days  of  the 
Apostles  and  the  Reformation.  No  doubt  Origen  was  visionary  on 
some  points.  But  while  many  of  his  opinions  were  condemned, 
yet  for  three  hundred  years  after  his  death,  his  Universalism  was 
not  censured  or  complained  of,  by  the  roost  bitter  of  his  opponents. 
In  this  fact  we  have  evidence  that  most  of  the  members  of  the 
Christian  Church,  during  that  long  period,  sympathized  with  him 
in  his  doctrine  of  the  world's  salvation.  It  was  also  maintained 
by  Ambrosius,  Titus  of  Bosira,  Gregory  Nissen,  Gregory  Nazian- 
zen,  Dydimus  of  Alexandria,  and  many  other  of  the  most  eminent 
Fathers.  Some  of  these  prominent  Universalists  were  sent  out  by 
the  orthodox  party  of  the  church,  to  preach  a^inst  the  heresies 
which  then  prevailed. — ^Thus  showing  that  Universalism  was  the 
orthodoxy  of  the  early  Christian  Church. 

But  as  the  Dark  Ages  came  on,  and  Art,  Literature,  Science, 
and  Knowledge,  disappeared  from  the  world,  amid  the  grossest  ig- 
norance, the  doctrine  of  God's  impartial  grace,  the  most  glorious 
light  of  the  Gospel,  became  obscured.  Gradually  its  flame  burned 
more  and  more  dim,  as  the  dark  clouds  of  heathen  error  and  igno- 
rance rolled  in,  until  its  enemies  gained  the  ascendency,  and 
finally  condemned  and  voted  it  down,  in  the  Fifth  General  Coun- 
cil, convened  at  Constantinople,  in  A.  D.  553.  When  we  consid- 
er the  a^e  when  this  condemnation  was  enacted — the  ignorance, 
superstition  and  corruption,  which  then  prevailed  in  the  Christian 
Church — ^it  will  be  seen  that  it  was  rather  a  compliment  to  Uni- 

^rsalism  than  a  censure.    The  doctrine  was  too  enlarged,  too  en* 
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lightened,  too  libera^  to  be  tolerated  in  an  age  of  barbarism  and 
darkness.  Dr.  Jortin  says  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Councils  of  those 
ages — "  Some  of  these  Councils  were  not  assemblies  of  pious  and 
learned  divines,  but  cabalfj  the  majority  of  which  were  quarrel- 
Bome,  fanatical,  domine£rimo,  DISHONEST  prelates!  who  want- 
ed to  compel  men  to  approve  all  their  opinions,  of  which  them- 
selves had  no  clear  conception,  and  to  anathematize  and  oppresi 
those  who  would  not  implicitly  sttbmit  to  their  determinations ! !" 
— (Dr.  Jortin^ s  Works,  vol,  7,  charge  2.)  The  condemnation  of 
Universalism  by  sutK  a  council,  can  have  no  weight  in  an  en- 
lightened and  unprejudiced  mind.  It  was  an  appropriate  work 
for  such  ecclesiastics  to  condemn  and  anathematize  a  doctrine  so 
rand  and  heavenly,  as  that  which  teaches  the  final  repentance  and 
appiness  of  all  mankind  ! ! 

This  sentiment,  however,  did  not  wholly  disappear,  even  after 
the  condemnation  of  the  Fifth  General  Council.  We  can  occasional- 
]v  see  traces  of  it,  and  now  and  then  find  an  advocate  throughout 
tne  entire  extent  of  the  Dark  Ages.  As  late  as  the  year  730,  the 
various  councils  continued  to  condemn  Universalism ;  thus  plainly 
showing  that  it  still  continued  to  exist.  In  744,  it  was  advocated 
by  Clement,  a  Catholic  priest.  In  850,  it  was  maintained  by  John 
Scotus  Erigena,  a  native  of  Ireland,  and  one  of  the  most  learned 
and  celebrated  men  of  his  age.  When  Alfred  the  Great,  of  Eng- 
land, founded  the  College  at  Oxford,  he  desired  to  place  John  Sco- 
tus Erigena  at  its  head,  notwithstanding  his  Universalism,  but  he 
refused  to  accept  the  appointment.  In  1190,  Universal  Salvation 
was  maintained  in  France  by  Raynold,  Abbot,  of  the  Monastery  of 
St.  Martin.  Also  by  Amalric,  an  eminent  professor  of  logic  and 
theology  in  Paris,  in  1210.  In  1222,  we  find  this  doctrine  among 
the  Nestorians,  one  of  the  most  ancient  sects,  whose  existence  has 
extended  from  the  earliest  ages,  down  to  the  present  day,  and  one 
of  whose  Bishops  recently  visited  this  country.  At  that  date, 
Riloman,  Bishop  of  Bassorah,  clearly  proclaimed  the  salvation  of 
ail  men.  In  confirmation  of  that  doctrine,  he  quotes  the  opinions 
of  Theodorus  of  Mopsuestia,  and  Diodorus  of  Tarsus,  botii  emi- 
nent Christian  Fathers  of  an  early  age.  He  also  asserts  that  oth- 
er Nesiorian  writers  taui^ht  the  same  sentiment.  Many  other  emi- 
nent defenders  of  this  faith  might  be  mentioned  down  to  the  days 
of  the  Reformation. 

After  that  great  event  had  broken  the  chains  of  spiritual  despot- 
ism, and  given  the  people  liberty  of  conscience,  the  doctrine  of 
Universal  Salvation  speedily  revived,  and  found  numerous  and  able 
advocates.  The  Anabaptists  generally  embraced  it.  And  it  has 
been  supported  by  many  of  the  most  able  and  learned  men,  in  dif- 
ferent countries,  down  to  our  own  day.  In  England,  the  fioal  sal- 
vation of  all  men  was  believed  and  defended  by  Dr.  Hey,  Rev. 
Jeremy  White,  chaplain  to  Oliver  Cromwell,  Dr.  Henrv  More, 
Archbishop  Tillotson,  Dr.  Thomas  Burnet,  Sir  Isaac  Newton, 

ir 
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Bishop  Newton,  Dr.  Samuel  Clarke,  Dr.  George  Cheney,  Chevalier 
Ratnsay,  Daniel  De  Foe,  the  celebraled  author.  Dr.  Doddridge,  Dr. 
Elward  Young,  author  of  Night  Thoughts,  and  a  large  number 
of  others,  whose  names  cannot  here  be  enumerate;!.  There  is 
fl;ood  evidence  also  to  prove,  that  Dr.  Isaac  Watts,  author  of 
Watts'  Psalms  and  Hymns,  was  a  believer  in  Uui verbal  Redemp- 
tion. That  doctrine  has  also  had  many  emineirt  defea  lers  t»ince 
the  Reformation,  in  Germany,  Switzerland,  Ilollan.i,  France;  and 
other  counlrie?,  whose  names  stand  high  in  lileralure  and  theolo- 
gy. It  is  well  known  that  Obcrlin — the  sainted  Oberlin — whose 
praise  h  in  the  mouths  of  all  christians,  and  whose  name  has  been 
adopted  by  an  Evangelical  Theological  Institute  in  Oaio,  wan  a 
believer  in  the  final  salvation  of  the  whole  world  I 

Nor  were  those  comprised  in  this  long  array,  whether  in  an- 
cient or  modern  days,  merely  Arnutnians,  as  Elder  Holmes  will 
a-^^ert — i.  e. — believers  simply  that  Christ  ilci  for  all,  but 
that  multitudes  will  fall  into  endless  sin  and  woe.  nolwillwtaud- 
ing  Jesus  shed  his  blood  for  them.  The  eminent  men  whose 
names  I  have  enumerated,  were  Armenians  so  far  as  to  believe 
that  the  Redeemer  died  for  the  world;  but  they  were  also  Vuiver' 
falhta,  in  believing  that  all  for  whom  Christ  tlied,  will  ultimately 
he  saved.  In  corroboration  of  this  fact,  did  my  limits  adfnit,  [ 
could  give  you  extracts  from  the  writings  of  most  of  thein,  in 
which  they  advocate  the  final  salvation  of  all  men,  in  an  emphatic 
manner. 

At  the  present  day,  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation  pre- 
vails generally  throughout  Germany — a  country  where  Professor 
Dwignt  declares  theology  is  a  century  in  advanre  of  America.  It 
is  not  confined  to  the  class  usually  denominated  Hat iomU  fits,  a- 
though  they  generally  adopt  it,  but  it  pr»^vails  exteusively  among 
the  Evangelical',  or  orthodox  sects  in  Germany.  Professor  Dwight 
of  Yale  College,  son  of  President  Dwight.  a  man  of  great  integ- 
rity, and  with  religious  tenets  strictly  orthodcv^,  who,  a  few  years 
since,  travelled  extensively  in  Germany,  declares  in  his  book  en- 
titled ^'Dwight's  Travels  in  thtj  NurlH  of  Germany,"  that  **the 
doctrine  of  the  ETEUXITV  of  Future  Punishment,  is  almost  tor- 
versalhj  REJECTED!"  He  says,  moreover,  *' 1  have  saen  but 
one  person  in  Germany  who  believed  it,  and  but  one  other  whos« 
mind  was  wavering  on  this  subject.*' 

Professor  Sears  of  the  Baptist  Theological  Seminary.  Newton, 
Mass.,  made  the  tour  of  Germany  not  many  years  ago,  and  tar- 
ried in  that  country  some  months.  In  his  published  letters,  giv- 
ing an  account  of  his  travels,  he  declared  that  l*rofessor  TiroLt  ok, 
who  slajids  at  the  head  of  the  Evangelical  sects  in  Germany,  and 
whose  fame  cvtends  throughout  our  own  country,  was  a  believer 
in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  The  language  of  Processor  Sears, 
announcing  this  fact,  was  as  follows  :  '-This  dislinguished  and 
excellent  man,  [Tholuck,]  in  common  with  the  GREAT  MAJORI- 
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TY  of  the  EVANGELICAL  Divines  in  Gennany  #  #  ♦  ♦ 
believes  that  ALL  MEN,  and  fallen  spirits,  willfinaily  be  savni.^'' 
This  declaration  has  been  stoutly  denied  by  many  of  the  ortho- 
dox in  the  United  States,  and  is  still  denied.  But  Professor  Sears, 
after  his  return,  reiterated  in  the  strongest  terms,  the  assertion 
that  Tholuck  was  a  believer  in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  He  de- 
clared that  this  was  not  a  matter  of  *'  hearsay"  with  him, ;  but  he 
knew  it  to  be  a  fact.  He  had  conversed  personally  with  Tholuck 
on  the  subject,  and  had  heard  him  repeatedly  declare  his  belief  in 
that  doctrine,  without  evasion  or  reservation.  Professor  Sears 
had  a  private  discussion  with  Tholuck,  at  his  residence,  on  Uni- 
versal Salvation.  The  latter  advocating  the  salvation  of  all,  and 
the  former  objecting  to  it.  Professor  Sears  frequently  attended 
the  Lectures  Tholuck  delivered  to  his  Theological  students.  *'  In 
one  of  these  Lectures,''  says  Professor  S.,  "he  took  up,  at  great 
length,  the  subject  of  Universal  Salvation  in  the  American  sense 
of  the  term,  and  declared  his  belief  in  the  doctrine  in  the  most  uue- 
quivocal  manner ! ! !"  Moreover,  Professor  Sears  gives  the  testi- 
mony of  Hengstenberg,  Oucken,  and  Professor  Balentine,  all  emi- 
nent theologians  in  Germany,  and  we!l  acquainted  vnXYi  Tholuck, 
who  unite  in  declaring  that  he  was  a  believer  in  the  salvation  of 
all  the  world. 

It  will  be  recollected  Professor  Sears  declared  that  not  only  Tho- 
lack,  but  the  *'^  ^reat  majority  of  the  Evangelical  Divines  m  Ger- 
many," were  believers  in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  To  the  same 
effect  is  the  testimony  of  Professor  Stuart,  of  Andover  Theological 
Seminary,  the  great  orthodox  institution  of  New  England.  In  an 
article  from  his  pen,  on  Universalism,  published  in  the  Biblical  Re- 
pository, in  ]840,  he  says — **  This  doctrine  [the  final  salvation  of 
all  men]  has  become  so  icide-spread  in  Germany,  that  it  p£rvadE8 
even  the  ranks  of  those  who  are  regarded  as  serious  and  evangeli- 
cal men,  in  respect  to  most  or  all,  of  what  is  called  orthodox  doc- 
trine, saving  the  point  before  us !"  What  effect  has  their  Univer- 
salism on  the  hearts  and  lives  of  the  German  christians  ?  Does  it 
injure  them.'  Listen  to  the  testimony  of  Professor  Dwight.  He 
Bays — **  I  have  never  seen  any  christians  who  seemed  to  me  to 
have  a  deeper  sense  of  the  odiousness  of  sin  in  the  sight  of  God, 
or  whose  hearts  beat  with  more  ardent  gratitude  toward  our  Sav- 
ior, for  the  great  redemption  he  has  made  for  fallen  man.  •  •  • 
We  must  look  in  vain  for  brighter  examples  of  piety  than  they 
exhibit.  *  •  *  In  their  citaniy  and  love,  the  Protestant  inhab- 
itants of  most  countries  would  do  well  to  imitate  them.'^ — {DwiglU*» 
Travels,  p.  423.) 

In  regard  to  England,  I  have  already  stated  that  many  of  its' 
most  eminent  divines.  Doctors  of  Divinity  and  Bishops,  for  centu- 
ries past,  were  believers  in  the  ultimate  salvation  of  all  men.     We 
have  the  best  evidence  for  believing  that  this  sentiment  prevails 
txteasively  among  all  sects — even  the  most  orthodox  in  that  coun- 
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try,  at  the  present  day.  Rev.  John  FbsTsa,  recently  deceased, 
was  one  of  the  most  eminent  theologians  of  Great  Britain.  He 
stood  at  the  head  of  the  Baptist  denomination  throughoat  the 
world ;  and  was  confessedly  the  *'  pattern  man*'  of  their  sect.  A 
late  writer  in  the  New  York  Observer,  [Presbyterian]  says  of  Fos- 
ter— **  He  was  in  some  respects  the  prtde  of  the  English  Dissent* 
ers ;  and  as  a  writer,  he  has  had,  and  will  continue  to  have,  a 
commanding  influence,  not  indeed  directly  orer  the  mass  of  the 
religious  public,  but  over  those  minds,  that  influence  and  gtUde 
the  masses  ! !"  John  Foster  was  a  UNIVERSALIST ! ! !  He 
was  a  clear,  settled,  decided  believer  in  the  salvation  of  all  men ! 
In  bis  conversation  and  his  writings,  he  advocated  that  doctrine. 
The  English  editor  of  Fosters  works,  sa^s  he  must  "  be  permitted 
in  justice  to  his  memory,  to  remark  that  in  Mr.  Foster's  mind,  as  is 
evident  from  his  other  writings,  this  belief  [in  Universal  SalvationJ 
was  associated  with  the  holiest  views  of  the  Divine  Being,  and 
with  a  most  elevated  standard  of  moral  excellence.*'  Foster  vras 
not  alone  in  his  opinion  on  this  subject.  In  a  letter  to  a  vouag 
friend,  giving  his  reasons  for  dissenting  from  the  doctrine  of  End- 
less Punishment,  he  says,  he  knew  a  number  of  clergymen,  of 
great  pisty  and  intelligence,  some  dead  and  some  still  living,  who 
entertained  similar  views  to  his  own ;  and  who,  though  they  did 
not  like  to  say  much  on  the  subject  in  public,would  freely  express 
their  opinions  in  relation  to  it,  in  private  / 

The  meeting  of  the  famous  World*s  Convention,  in  London,  to 
form  an  Evangelical  Alliance,  held  a  year  or  two  since,  affords 
geod  evidence  of  the  prevalence  of  Universalist  opinions  in  Great 
Britain  and  various  parts  of  Europe.  Previous  to  the  meeting  of 
the  Convention,  the^ritish  divines  had  united  in  a  Doctrinal  Ba- 
sis, on  which  the  Alliance  should  be  formed.  And  it  is  a  remark- 
able fact,  that  in  that  Basis  they  agreed  to  omit  the  doctrine  of 
Endlesi  Punishment.  There  is  ^reat  significance  in  this  omission. 
It  is  strong  proof  that  the  belief  in  that  sentiment  prevails  but  to  a 
small  degree  in  Great  Britain.  When,  however,  the  American  Del- 
egates appeared  in  the  Convention,  they  stoutly  insisted  that  end- 
less woe  should  be  adopted  as  one  of  the  articles  of  basis.  The 
British  and  European  members  resisted  ihe  efibrt  to  introduce  this 
doctrine !  We  are  told  that  a  **  most  striking,  animated  and  lumi- 
nous discussion**  ensued,  which  continued  three  days// 

The  principal  grounds  taken  against  the  introduction  and  adop- 
tion of  Eternal  Misery,  by  the  British  and  European  members  of  the 
Convention,  according  to  a  writer  in  the  New  York  Observer,  were 
as  follows:  '*  1.  The  belief  of  the  doctrine  was  not  essential  to 
salvation."  The  evangelical  christians  in  Great  Britain  and  Eu- 
rope, do  not  consider  a  d^^i^in  endless  woe  as  "  essential  to  salva- 
tion*^— ^i.  e.  they  insist  men  can  be  saved  without  believing  it ! 
Where  is  Elder  Holmes*  oft  repeated  declaration  of  the  danger  of 
bdikring  in  the  world*8  salvation?    "2.  There  are  tome  good 
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men  in  doubt  about  it !"  Some  good  men  in  Enropt  mre  in  donbt 
io  regard  to  eternal  wretchedness.  And  from  what  we  have  seen 
respecting  Germany,  it  may  be  believed  most  good  men  doubt  that 
•enliment.  "  3.  Some  [good  men]  entirely  DrSBEfJEVE  it !  !•• 
lliis  word  **  some,**  does  not  declare  the  wiole  truth.  Multitudes 
of  the  best  of  men,  and  the  most  learned  and  sound  theologians 
throughout  Europe,  entirely  reject  the  doctrine  of  ceaseless  agony. 
To  satisfy  the  most  unbelieving  on  this  point,  let  them  listen  to 
the  following  paragraph  from  the  New  York  Observer,  [Presbyte- 
rian] in  reference  to  the  developments  of  Universalism  at  the 
World's  Convention : — 

"  The  recent  Convention  in  London,  for  the  formation  of  the 
Evangelical  Alliance,  has  had  one  incidental  effect,  which  was  not 
contemplated  by  those  who  were  active  in  getting  up  that  move- 
ment. It  has  unveiled  the  FACT  before  the  world,  and  especially 
it  has  fixed  the  attention  oi  the  American  churches  upon  tne  fact, 
that  the  so  called  evangeCcal  religion  of  England,  and  of  Europe* 
is  infected  to  an  alarming  extent  with  a  tendency  to  UNIVilk- 
SALISM ! !" 

In  the  United  States,  it  is  well  known  there  have  been  many  be- 
lievers in  Universal  Salvation,  aside  from  the  Universalist  denom- 
ination. Some  of  the  most  eminent  men  in  the  days  of  our  Revo- 
lution, adopted  that  sentiment.  Among  them  may  be  enumerated 
Gen.  Green  ^  who  appointed  Rev.  John  Murray,  the  first  preacher 
of  Universalism  in  America,  as  Chaplain  of  the  Rhode  Island  Brig- 
ade. Some  of  the  orthodox  clergymen  remonstrated  against  this 
appointment.  But  Gen.  Washington  confirmed  it,  and  in  General 
Orders,  directed  that  Mr.  Murray  **  be  respected  accordingly !" 
Dr.  Benjamin  Rtuh^  one  of  the  signers  of  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
peadence,  was  a  warm  and  open  Universalist ;  as  was  also  his 
iriend,  the  eminent  Dr.  Redman,  of  Philadelphia.  Of  the  celebra- 
ted Dr.  Franklin,  his  daughter,  Mrs.  Black,  writes  as  follows : 
**  In  his  opinion,  no  system  of  faith  in  the  christian  world,  was  so 
well  calculated  to  promote  the  interests  of  society ^  as  the  doctrine 
which  showed  "  a  God  reconciling  a  lapsed  world  to  himself." 
Belonging  to  the  orthodox  clergy,  of  about  the  same  period,  were 
Dr  Charfes  Chauncey,  of  Boston,  Dr.  John  Tyler,  of  Norwic* 
Conn.,  and  Dr.  Joseph  Huntineton,  of  Coventry,  Conn.,  who  w( 
all  believers  and  defenders  of  Universal  Salvation. 

That  Universalism  is  spreading  at  the  present  day,  to  a  grea 
or  less  degree,  throughout  the  ranks  of  all  the  partialist  secta 
our  country,  both  among  clergymen  and  laymen,  is  evident  frc 
the  language  of  Professor  Stuart,  of  Andover  Theological  Semin^ 
ry.     Speaking  of  a  class  of  orthodox  christians  who  believe  in  the 
final  salvation  of  all  men,  he  says—**  Not  a  few  persons  in  otur 
community,  [i.  e.  among  the  evangelical  sects,]  secretly  belong  to 
this  class.     Among  them,'*  continues  the  Professor,  "  are  not  a 
iew  of  the  profess^  preachers  of  the  gospel  1 !  V* — {Biblical  Bepos- 
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ifory,  July,  1840.)  Not  a  few,  signifies  a  large  number.  Hence 
wc  arc  authorized  by  the  best  authority  to  declare,  that  a  large 
number  of  laymen  and  clerjjymen,  in  the  orthodox  sects,  arc  in  se- 
cret, believers  in  the  salvation  of  all  men  !  !• 

I  call  upon  the  audience  to  compare  the  evidence  1  have  given  of 
the  existence  of  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation,  in  the  Church 
of  Christ,  at  different  ages,  from  the  days  of  the  Apostles,  and  the 
long  array  of  the  eminent  believers  and  defenders  of  that  senti- 
ment in  past  generations,  with  the  declaration  of  Eider  Holmes, 
that  "  not  the  s/ightefii  traces  of  Universalism  can  be  found  in  the 
History  of  the  Christian  Church  in  past  ages,"  and  that  *'  for  1700 
years,  not  one  man  can  be  named  who  knew  any  thing  about  it ! !" 
I  ask  what  dependence  can  be  placed  on  the  statements  of  a  con- 
troYersialist,  who  will  deliberately  make  such  an  assertion? 

Time  admonishes  me  that  my  labors  in  this  branch  of  our  dis- 
cussion, must  be  brought  to  a  termination.    The  evidence  on  the 
affirmative  of  this  question,  is  now  concluded.     I  close,  not  for 
the  want  of  other  testimony  yet  remaining,  equally  as  cogent  and 
weighty,  as  that  already  introduced,  but  because  the  time  aflotted  to 
the  question,  has  expired.     Every  well  instructed  Universalist  is 
aware  that  1  have  not  brought  forth  a  tithe  of  the  evidence  abound- 
ing in  behalf  of  the  doctrine  we  believe  and  love.     In  fact,  one  of 
the  greatest  difficulties  encountered  in  preparing  for  this  discussion, 
was  to  select  from  the  Vast  Store  house  of  Arguments  to  which  I 
had  access,  such  as  would  be  most  fitted  to  bring  forward  on  this 
occasion.     But  enough  have  been  introduced,  I  trust,  to  satisfy  all 
nteliigent  and  unprejudiced  minds,  that  **  tliere  is  sufficient  evi- 
ence  for  believing  that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.** 
I  would  respectfully  request  the  audience  to  review  considcrate- 
r,  in  their  thoughtful  moments,  the  evidence  I  have  adduced  in 
ipport  of  this  most  desirable  doctrine.    Let  there  recall  the  argu- 
leuts  I  have  drawn,  from  the  Attributes  of  God — from  his  Love, 
js  Mercy-^his  Justice — his  Wisdom — his  Will — his  Foreknowl- 
edge— the  arguments  from  the  Desire  of  God  ;  from  his  Intention, 
his  Government,  his  Parental  character,  his  Commandments,  his 
Promises,  his  Pleasure,  his  Presence  in  all  men,  when  he  shall  he- 
come  *•  ALL  in  ALL," — the  arguments  from  the  great  fact  that  God 
is  the  Owner  of  all  men — from  the  fulfillment  of  the  Law  of  Love, 
the  Mission  of  Christ,  the  Desires  and  Prayers  of  the  Bighteous — 
from  Antithetical  Passages  of  Scripture,  and  from  the  direct  and 
positive  declarations  of  God's  Holy  Word. 

These  are  the  Pillars,  firm,  majestic,  beautiful  in  their  strength 
and  proportions,  of  the  glorious  Temple  of  God's  Universal  Grace ! 
Behold, admire,  and  trust  them!    Has  my  friend  removed  one  of 

*  A  member  of  one  o(  the  largest  orthodox  churches  iu  Auburn,  has  recently  <)e- 
rbired,  that  he  does  not  believe  in  Endless  Punishment,  end  he  knows  not  of » 
msmber  of  that  chorcU  who  does» 
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them  from  its  roIjM  base,  or  weakened  it  in  the  slightest  degree  ? 
JuJs:e  ye  vrUn  have  Inteliij^cnce,  discrimination  and  candor! 

Ibejtlie  aaJien^e  to  rcioember,  Jehovah  is  infinitely  PERFECT 
in  all  hi:H  Allribuies.     He  will  not  deny  his  own  nature — htf  will 
not  cnnlralict  t!ie  prompting;*  of  his  great  moral  characteristics — 
he  will  not  violate  the  dictates  of  his  Love,  his  Goodness,  his  Jus- 
lice,  his  MiTcy — he  will  not  (orevar  perpetuate  sin  and  wretched- 
ness, which  are  the  direct  oppositesoi  his  own  nature — ^the  aniipo- 
(I't*  of  his  Holiness  an. I  his  Benevolence.     It  is  the  first  prompt- 
ing of  reason,  that  in  a  creation  formed,  governed,  and  sustained, 
by  an  infinitely  perfect  Deity,  however  temporary  evil  may  be  al- 
lowed, for  wise  reasons  to  exist  for  a  season,  yet  nothing  can  be 
perpftuatel  forevf,k,  but  that  which  fully  agrees  with  all  the  char- 
acteristics of  tiiat  Deity.     This  proposition  is  so  self-evident,  that 
no  man  will  hazard  his  reputation  for  common  sense,  lo  far  as  to 
deny  it.     In  agreement  and  support  of  this  proposition,  all  my  Ar- 
gamenti  have  beenframcJ;  while  every  Argument  of  my  oppo- 
nent, so  far  as  it  has  had  any  bearing  on  the  question,  has  aimed 
directly  lo  overthrow  it.     Indeed,  he  could  hope  for  success  only 
on  the  destruction  of  the  self-evident  statement  I  have  just  laid 
down.     He  can  erect  the  superstructure  of  his  faith  alone  on  the 
ruins  of  Gods  Moral  Government,  and  the  imperfection  of  his  At- 
tributes !     The  question  is  his,  only  as  he  has  succeeded  in  show- 
ing that  Deity  will  forever  sustain  in  existence  that  which  is  in 
eternal  opposI^Io^^  to  his  Desire,  Intention,  Will,  Purpose,  Wis- 
dom, Power,  Love,  Benevolence,  Justice,  Mercv,  and  every  attri- 
bute and  perfection  pertaining  to  the  Godhead.    If  he  has  been 
successful  in  establishing  this  fact,  then  he  has  proved  his  doc- 
trine.    But  in  that  ca.^e,  how  much  of  God  would  be  left  ?    How 
much  of  any  quality  or  power  that  can  inspire  the  slightest  confi- 
dence or  trust  in  the  human  heart,  or  give  the  least  foundation  for 
rational  hope,  would  remain  in  Jehovah  ? 

Throughout  the  debate  on  this  question.  Elder  Holmes  has  ac- 
knowledged that  it  was  God's  Desire,  Intention,  Will  and  Purpose, 
to  bring  ail  mankind  ultimately  to  a  state  of  holiness  and  hapi>i- 
ness.  His  Goodness,  his  Benevolence,  every  moral  perfection  of 
his  nature,  prompted  to  this  glorious  and  heavenly  work.  I  have 
shown  that  to  accomplisk  it,  two  qualities  in  Jehovah  were  requi- 
site, viz  :  Wvidom  to  arrange  a  plan,  and  Power  to  carry  it  into 
execution.  Can  any  believer  doubt  the  existence  of  these  Attri- 
butes ?  All  acknowledge  his  Wisdom  is  infinite.  Hence  it  CAN- 
NOT err  in  adoptin;^  such  a  plan  as  shall  be  perfectly  adapted  to 
produce  this  great  and  desirable  result !  All  admit  that  his  Power, 
both  spiritual,  moral  and  physical,  is  Omnipofenf— overwhelming 
—irresistible ! !  It  must  necessarilu  be  able  to  carry  into  com- 
plete execution,  all  the  plans  that  Wisdom  originates !  The  very 
fact  that  a  plan  is  forin«-d  by  Infinite  Wisdom,  is  self-evident  proof 
that  it  is  PRACTICABLE,  and  CAN  be  accompliahed.    An*'  *  "• 
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a  plan  if  praeticahUy  U  enough  to  show  that  Tower  Omnipofent 
can  execute  it.  The  direct  and  irresistible  deduction  from  these 
premises,  is,  that  in  the  final  consummation  of  God's  purposes  and 
plans,  all  intelligent  beings  will  be  brought  into  a  condition  of  ho- 
liness and  happiness !  1 !  All  this,  I  hare  shown  on  the  affirma- 
tire  of  the  question.  And  what  has  my  opponent  done  in  reply  ? 
Has  he  succeeded  in  advancing  an  argument  that  has  touched  ei- 
ther m^  premises  or  my  conclusions  ?  Search,  investigate,  all  he 
has  said  on  this  question,  and  see  if  you  can  find  an  argument, 

Sroposition,  or  suggestion,  that,  when  stripped  of  its  verbiage,  and 
uiy  weighed,  can  militate  against  the  soundness  of  the  reasoning 
on  which  I  have  depended.    Your  search  will  be  in  vain !     I  was 
as  well  aware  of  his  failure  to  meet  this  proposition,  when  we 
conmienced  the  discussion,  as  I  am  now  that  it  is  manifest  to  alL 
He  cannot  achieve  an  impossibility  !    To  strike  one  link  from  this 
argfument,  is  to  blot  out  an  Attribute  from  Jehovah's  nature !     To 
•ay  that  ^e  Creator  did  not  Benrt  to  save  all  men— or  that  Denr- 
ing,  he  did  not  originate  a  Perfect  Plan  to  accomplish  that  Desire 
— or  that  Desiring  and  adopting  a  Perfect  Plan  to  this  end,  he  had 
not  Power  suflicient  to  execute  it — (one  of  which  propositions  Mr. 
Holmes  must  adopt,) — is  but  to  insist  that  Jehovah  is  deficient  ei- 
ther in  the  Attributes  of  Goodness,  Wisdom  or  Power ! !    All  his 
attempts  to  overthrow  this  chain  of  reasoning,  have  been  but  argu- 
ments which  in  fact  bear  not  against  Universal  Salvation,  but 
against  the  Christian  Religion,  ana  against  the  existence  of  a  Per- 
fect God ! !    Every  argument  against  the  perfections  of  God,  is  in* 
"^ty  an  argument  that  if  successful,  would  disprove  his  being ! 
I  would  solicit  the  audience,  also  to  take  into  consideration  the 
are  of  the  Scripture  Testimony  I  have  ofiered  in  support  of  the 
rmative  of  this  question.    In  reviewing  my  quotations  from  the 
le,  they  will  perceive  this  marked  characteristic,  that  the  passa- 
are  all  p^m,  literal,  POSITIVE  declarations,  couched  in  the 
St  simple,  yet  most  forcible  forms  of  speech  in  which  truth  can 
asserted,  or  thought  uttered.    Allow  me  to  give  you  a  speci- 
n  of  the  positiveness  of  these  quotations  from  God*s  word : 
ill  nations  whom  thou  hast  made,  SHATL  come  and  worship 
.fore  thee,  O  Lord,  and  shall  glorify  thy  name." — (Ps.  Ixxxvi. 
9.)    '*  I  have  sworn  by  myself,  the  word  is  gone  out  of  my  mouth 
in  righteousness,  and  shall  not  return.  That  unto  me  every  knee 
SHALL  bow,  and  every  tongue  SHALL  swear,  SURELY  shall 
say,  In  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and  strength." — (Tsa.  xlv. 
23,24.)    "I  WILL    NOT    contend    forever !"—( Tsa.  Ivii.  16.) 
«•  The  Lord  WILL  NOT  cast  off  forever !"— (Lam.  iii.  31.)    ••  The 
Son  of  man  is  come  to  seek  and  to  save  that  which  was  LOST." 
— (Lukexix.  10.)     "We  have  seen  and  do  TESTIFY,  that  the 
Father  sent  the  Son  to  be  the  Savior  of  the  world" — (1  John  iv. 
14.)    *'He  hath  concluded  them  all  in  unbelief,  that  he  might 
have  Mercy  upon  ALL.'»— (Rom.  ad.  32.)    God  "WILL  HAVE 
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mUl  men  to  be  saved,  and  to  come  unto  the  knowledge  of  the  troth." 
--Kt  Tim.  ii.  4.)  These  assertions  are  all  rigidly  literal.  There 
is  no  figare,  no  metaphor,  no  parabolic  dress,  to  encumber  them,  or 
to  throw  doubt  around  their  true  meaning.  Human  language  will 
admit  of  nothing  plainer,  nothing  more  positive.  If  these  passages 
do  not  prove  the  final  salvation  of  all  men,  what  language  could 
the  scripture  writers  have  used  to  express  that  sentiment  ?  I  call 
Qpon  my  hearers,  to  take  their  pens  and  endevor  to  write  in  the 
most  forcible  mauiner,  a  declaration  which  shall  assert  the  salva- 
tion of  the  world,  and  see  on  comparison,  if  it  will  be  more  posi- 
tive than  I  have  quoted  from  God's  penmen  I  Not  only  are  these 
passages  easily  understood,  but  I  insist  they  cannot  be  muundeV' 
stood!  There  is  not  an  individual  acquainted  with  ttie  plainest 
terms  of  language,  and  in  possession  of  an  ordinary  amount  of 
«ound  understajiding,  who  can  obtain  any  other  possible  significa- 
tion from  the  passages  above  quoted,  than  the  doctrine  of  (Jni ver- 
sa! Salvation  !  It  is  only  when  men  adopt  a  creed,  and  become 
wedded,  blindly  wedded  to  it,  and  allow  it  to  obtain  an  ascendency 
in  their  minds  above  God's  word,  that  they  will  even  make  an  <U' 
tempt  to  extort  a  difi*erent  meaning  from  these  scripture  declarations 
than  that  resting  upon  their  very  face. 

In  regard  to  those  portions  of  the  Divine  Word,  which  are  cloth* 
ed  in  metaphorical  or  figurative  language,  or  comprised  in  para- 
bles, there  cannot  be  that  assurance,  that  certainty  of  a  correct  un- 
derstanding. Thf»y  may  admit  of  different  interpretations,  and  a 
variety  of  meanings  may  be,  in  some  instances,  drawn  from  them, 
with  much  plausibility !  And  this,  be  it  remembered,  is  the  class 
of  scripture  passages,  on  which  my  opponent  depends  to  prove  the 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment.  Let  the  audience  notice,  on  the 
Bext  question,  and  they  will  readily  see  that  he  will  quote  parables, 
and  metaphors,  and  other  passages  of  scripture,  of  a  highly /^ra» 
tive  character,  in  support  of  that  sentiment.  The  world  should 
understand  this  marked  distinction,  in  which  there  is  the  utmost 
significance,  that  the  passages  of  scripture  on  which  Universalism 
chiefly  depends,  are  all  LIT£RAL---while  those  on  which  the 
most  confidence  is  placed  in  support  of  endless  woe,  are  all  FIG- 
URATIVE ! !    This  single  fact  speaks  volumes ! 

While  requesting  the  audience  to  ^ive  the  arguments  and  sug- 
gestions I  have  offered  on  the  affirnmtive  of  this  question,  whatev- 
er weight  they  may  justly  claim,  I  would  at  the  same  time,  invite 
them  to  treat  respectfully,  and  weigh  maturely,  the  Replies  which 
have  been  offered  on  the  negative,  by  £lder  Holmes.  That  he  has 
done  the  best  he  could,  there  can  be  no  doubt,  at  least  among  those 
who  have  witnessed  his  labors  here.  The  assiduity  with  which 
be  has  plied  himself  to  his  work,  the  care,  anxiety  and  perplexity 
which  have  been  depicted  upon  his  countenance  from  the  begin- 
aiog,  all  indicate  that  he  was  sensible  he  had  engaged  in  a  Hercu- 
kaa  task  I    Few  men  could  probably  have  done  mots  than  he  has* 
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in  eorab«ttinff  the  great  principles  which  rapport  the  doctrise  of 
Unirersal  l^vation — a  doctrine  which  even  its  most  yirolent  ene« 
miee  admire  and  love ! !  But  after  all,  what  has  he  done  ?  After 
exhaostiiig  all  the  skill,  logic,  art,  shrewdness,  tact  and  sophistry, 
with  wfaicn  nature  has  endowed  him,  or  that  experience  has  tau^pt 
him,  what  is  the  result  ?  Ha^  he  succeeded  in  convincing  one  in- 
dividual who  was  a  Universalist,  that  there  is  not  <*  sufficient  evi- 
dence  for  believing  that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy  ?^ 
He  cannot  himself  believe  this.  Has  he  satisfied  those  who  sym- 
pathize in  sentiment  with  himself,  that  he  has  in  fact  overthrown, 
or  in  any  material  sense,  weakened  either  of  the  Nineteen  Argu- 
menii  which  have  been  introduced  in  support  of  the  Affirmative  *of 
this  question  ?  Has  he  satisfied  them  that  those  plain  and  emphat- 
ic declarations  of  the  Bible,  which  assert  that  God  trt^  not  eaa€  off 
forever ,  and  wUl  not  contend  forever,  mean  he  will  cast  ofi*  and 
contend  forever?  Or  that  those  passages  in  which  Jebovidi  says 
he  WILL  have  mercy  on  all,  and  WILL  save  all,  mean  he  tml 
NOT  have  meroy  on  all,  and  will  NOT  save  all  ?  I  doubt  whether 
he  will  even  datm  to  have  yielded  this  satisfaction  to  his  most  san- 
guine friends. 

Elder  Holmes  has  introduced  eight  propositions,  which  he  dt- 
nrntiineites  Negative  Ar^ments.  They  are  as  follows:  1.  Uni- 
vefralism  demes  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  moral  evil.  2.  It  makes 
God  the  author  of  all  sin.  3.  It  is  confused  and  contmdictory  in 
its  proofs.  4.  According  to  its  teachings,  there  is  no  such  thing 
as  salvation.  5.  It  teaches  that  the  soul  is  mortal.  6.  It  denies 
future  punishment.  7.  The  scripture  passages  relied  upon  by  Uni- 
versalists,  do  not  establish  the  unoonditionAl  and  ultimate  salva- 
tion of  all  men.  8.  It  is  a  new  discovery.  These  are  the  bmt 
things — ^the  only  things-— the  ALL — that  a  man  of  the  shrewdness 
and  talent  of  Rev.  David  Holmes,  could  possibly  obtain  in  the 
whole  realm  of  thou£:ht,  to  urge  against  the  doctrine  of  boundless 
grace  and  impartial  salvation.  I  call  upon  the  audience  to  conmd- 
er  the  nature  of  these  Ne^ive  Arguments,  and  their  applicability 
to  the  sut^ct  under  consideration.  However  logical  or  weighty 
an  argument  may  be,  if  it  has  no  bearing  on  the  Question  in  deMe, 
of  what  avail  its  introduction  ?  Here  is  the  fatal  defect  in  my  o^ 
ponenfs  Negative  Arguments.  With  a  sinele  exception,  there  is 
not  one  of  the  whole  eight,  that  has  in  reality,  the  slightest  cc»i- 
nection  with  the  subject  under  discussion.  I  have  sam  there  is 
one  exception.  It  is  the  eeventh  argument,  viz :  "  The  soriptuf« 
pa«tages  relied  upon  by  Universalists,  do  not  establish  the  ufifo»» 
ditional  and  ultimate  salvation  of  all  men."  Were  this  positioii 
based  on  correct  premises,  and  sustained  by  satisfactory  proof,  it 
would,  of  course,  seriously  weaken  the  affirmative  of  the  questioii. 
But  unfortunately  for  its  author,  its  premises,  and  its  assumptions, 
are  whoUy  groundless.  I  have  already  shown  that  UmversahBts 
d*  aot  quote  ny  «cnptiire  paseages,  to  prove  the  **  unamiitimmf^ 
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■alTation  of  all  men,  for  the  Terj  good  reason  that  we  do  not  be* 
lieye  in  unconditional  salvation.  And  all  the  argoments  and  prop- 
osition! be  bas  maie  to  hinge  on  that  supposition,  fall  to  the 
ground.  Our  belief  is.  that  salvation  is  experienced  by  the  soul, 
only  on  compliance  with  the  conditions  laid  down  in  the  gospel. 
But  we  believe  all  will  be  saved,  because  all  will  be  brought  to  a 
compliance  with  the  conditions  of  salvation.  To  bring  men  into  a 
wiliin^ess  to  comply  with  these  gospel  conditions,  was  the  work 
commitud  to  Christ  by  his  FaUier.  This  work  he  will  abundant- 
ly and  certainly  accomplish.  In  due  time  "  every  knee  shall  bow, 
and  every  tongue  confess,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory 
of  God  the  Father."— (Phil.  ii.  10, 11.)  The  scripture  passages 
which  Universalists  rely  upon,  do  establish  the  tdtimate  salvation 
of  all  men.  And  every  attempt  of  Cider  Holmes  to  weaken  them, 
has  proved  wholly  abortive,  as  I  have  shown  in  my  examination 
of  his  criticisms. 

As  to  the  remaining  seven  negative  arguments,  I  showed  satis- 
factorily, (  trust,  as  they  were  introduced,  that  they  were  untrue 
in  fact.  Universal  ism  does  not  deny  the  existence  of  sin  as  a  mo- 
ral evil^nor  make  €roi  the  author  of  sin — nor  are  its  proofs  con- 
fused—nor  does  it  teach  there  is  no  such  thing  as  salvation — nor 
asserf  that  the  soul  is  mortal — nor  deny  future  retribution— nor  is 
it  a  new  discovery  !  Ail  this  I  have  made  manifest,  under  the  ap- 
propriate heads.  But  even  allowing  the  most  important  of  these 
objections  to  be  well  founded  and  well  sustained,  they  have  no 
more  actual  bearing  on  the  question  under  discussion,  than  on 
Mjfthomedanism  or  Uatholicism !  Suppose  it  was  true  (as  it  is  not) 
that  Universalism  denied  the  existence  of  sin,  or  made  God  the  au- 
thor of  sin,  or  asserted  that  the  soul  is  mortal,  or  denied  future  re- 
tribution— would  it  necessarily  follow  that  there  is  not  <*  sufficient 
evidence  for  believing  that  all  men  will  be  finally  holy  and  hap- 
py r  The  merest  tyro  in  logic  would  laugh  at  such  a  deduction. 
There  is  no  possible  connection  between  the  (premises  and  the 
eondusion  of  a  proposition  of  this  description.  There  are  thou- 
sands of  people  who  believe  in  the  immortality  of  the  soul  and  in 
future  retribution,  and  yet  are  open  and  ardent  advocates  of  Uni- 
versal Salvation  ! !  I  cannot  have  so  wretched  an  opinion  of  El- 
der Holmes'  discernment,  as  to  suppose  he  really  believed  the  ma- 
jority of  his  Negative  Arguments,  actually  bore  against  the  affir- 
mative of  this  (]jue8tion.  It  was  in  the  indulgence  of  a  poor  and 
pitiable  spite  agamst  a  large  and  rapidly  increasing  denomination, 
that  he  introduced  them.  He  imagined  this  discussion  would  af- 
ford him  an  admirable  opportunity  to  prejudice  the  ignorant  and 
unreflecting  portion  of  the  community  against  Universalists,  by 
attributing  to  them  sentiments  which  do  as  much  violence  as  pos- 
sible, to  generally  received  public  opinion.  But  in  this  attempt 
he  has  most  signally  failed.    Upon  himself  alone,  he  has  brought 
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the  condemnation  and  confosion  of  face  he  was  endearcmiig  to 
cast  on  his  neighbors. 

In  my  friend's  next  speech,  which  closes  the  discussion  on  this 
qnestion,  he  will  tell  you  of  the  wonderful  things  he  has  accom- 
plished. He  has  informed  you  that  on  the  last  question,  he  was 
left  '*  in  full  possession  of  all  his  arguments,"  notwithstanding  the 
utter  failure  he  experienced  in  satisfying  even  his  own  friends  of 
the  soundness  of  his  positions,  and  notwithstanding,  too,  the  utter 
annihilation  which  his  scripture  quotations  and  criticisms  experien- 
ced. With  a  modesty  and  humility  which  can  but  challenge  the 
highest  admiration,  he  will  make  similar  boasts  of  his  acbieTe- 
ments  on  this  question.  He  will  inform  you  that  all  my  argu- 
ments are  demolished,  that  my  scripture  proofs  are  dissipated,  and 
my  every  position  has  been  overturned.  Most  positively  he  will 
assert  that  complete  success  has  attended  bis  beautiful  and  amiable 
work  of  showmg  that  Jehovah*s  wise  and  gracious  plans  for  the 
redemption  of  the  world  have  been  overthrown — ^that  ChrisVs  at- 
tempt to  rescue  the  race  from  sin  and  death,  has  been  frustrated— 
that  the  hopes  of  all  angels,  the  desires  of  all  good  men,  have  been 
forever  blasted ! !  Notwithstanding  my  arguments  are  the  clear- 
est deductions  from  the  attributes  and  purposes  of  God,  and  aflbrd 
in  fact,  the  most  positive  demonstration  of  the  truth  of  the  affirma- 
tive of  this  question — notwithstanding  I  have  shown  you  by  the 
plainest  declarations  of  scripture,  that  God  vnll  have  mercy  npom 
all  men,  and  tcill  save  all  men — still  he  will  insist  I  have  offered 
no  proof,  and  have  not  approached  to  a  demonstration  of  thesound- 
"^ess  of  my  doctrines,  ^ut  I  have  the  utmost  confidence  in  the 
Mlity  of  this  audience  to  see  through  all  these  pretences.  Words 
e  cheap,  and  easily  spoken.  It  is  by  far  more  convenient  to 
lim  a  victory,  than  to  gain  it !  Those  who  have  listened  and 
aul,  are  the  umpires  between  the  parties  in  this  debate.  To  them 
:heerfully  submit  the  subject  matter  we  have  had  in  hand.  Let 
£m  weigh  carefully,  judge  candidly,  and  decide  honestly  and  un- 
erstandindy,  and  I  have  no  fear  for  the  issue. 
In  conclusion,  allow  me  to  say  that  the  destiny  which  I  have 
contended  God  has  in  store  for  all  his  creatures,  is  one  which  cor- 
responds with  all  the  teachings  of  the  scriptures,  with  the  highest 
dictates  of  reason,  and  the  holiest  wishes  of  the  christian's  heart. 
It  is  under  the  light  of  these  views  only,  thai  man  is  enabled  to 
conceive  of  harmony  and  unity  in  Jehovah's  councils.  Here  alone 
Justice,  Mercy,  and  all  God's  attributes  are  removed  from  an  an-- 
tagonistic  attitude,  and  made  to  meet  and  '*kiss  each  other." 
Here  only  we  can  see  them  go  together  hand  in  hand  in  all  the 
movements  of  a  wonderworking  Providence,  to  the  accomplishment 
of  purposes  the  most  grand,  and  desirable,  of  which  man 
can  conceive.  Blessed  Harmony !  Glorious  agreement !  Wor- 
thy a  perfect  God !  Infinitely  worthy  the  father  of  all  Spirits. 
O,  the  bright  and  blissful  prospect  which  is  unveiled  to  the  eye  of 
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Faithf  in  tfa^s  hearenly  system  !  A  vast  family  of  intelligencies 
all  tending  towards  their  common  Father,  through  a  wise  and  well 
adjusted  series  of  progressive  stages — ^oing  up  from  one  degree 
of  lii^ht  and  knowledge  to  another— continually  approximating  the 
Infinite  Fountain  of  Being  and  Perfection— continually  increasing 
in  happiness  as  they  are  prepared  for  it,  by  an  increase  in  Truth, 
Holiness,  and  Love — until  at  last,  the  entire  race  shall  stand  be- 
fore the  throne  of  the  common  Father,  emancipated  from  sin  and 
imperfection,  and  with  a  full,  perfect,  glorious  developement  of 
the  image  of  the  eternal  Godhead  in  which  they  were  originally 
created ! !  The  ways  of  Providence  are  vindicated,  and  their  wis- 
dom and  perfection  manifested  to  all.  The  great  God  of  heaven 
is  honored  in  all  his  works,  and  infinitely  glorified  in  the  dignity, 
holiness,  and  bliss,  to  which  he  has  elevated  the  creatures  of  his 
bands! 

My  soul  soars  far  away  in  delightful  survey  of  this  blessed 
hope !  It  ascends  higher  and  bigber,  as  truth  after  truth,  like  new 
discovered  stars  in  Night's  sparkling  diadem,  break  in  grandeur 
and  sublimity  on  its  expanding  vision,  sending  abroad  floods  of 
light  divine  !  The  wing  of  thought  droops  and  fails  in  its  rapid 
flight,  beholding  no  bound  nor  limit  to  the  still  enlarging  expanse 
of  Infinite  Grace,  until  every  power  of  conception  becomes  bewil- 
dered and  lost  in  the  IMMENSITY  OF  GOOD,  which  the  Pa 
rent  of  all  has  prepared  for  his  creatures !  In  view  of  a  destiny 
for  fallen  man,  so  great,  so  holy,  so  blessed,  my  heart  gladly  and 
joyfully  unites  in  the  <iivine  strain  of  the  Psalmist — •*  Make  a  joy- 
ful noise  unto  the  Lord,  all  ye  Lands.  Serve  the  Lord  with  glad- 
ness ;  come  before  his  presence  with  singing.  Know  ye  that  the 
Lord  he  is  God.  It  is  he  that  made  us,  and  not  we  ourselves. 
We. are  his  people,  and  the  sheep  of  his  pasture.  Enter  into  his 
gates  with  thanksgiving,  and  into  his  courts  with  praise.  Be 
thankful  unto  him  and  bless  his  name.  For  the  Lord  is  Good«  his 
Mercy  is  everlasting,  and  his  Truth  endureth  to  all  generations." — 
(Ps.  c.  i' -5.)— I2\me  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES'  TWELFTH  REPLY.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators : — Mr.  Austin  is  entitled  to  my  thanks 
for  reminding  me  of  another  and  very  weighty  argument,  against 
his  doctrine  of  unconditional,  inevitable  salvation  for  the  whole  hu- 
man family.  He  has  made  a  strong  appeal,  and  with  much  appa- 
rent confidence,  to  the  hearts  of  the  audience,  claiming  its  decis- 
ion in  favor  of  his  doctrine.  Of  course  his  remarks  refer  to  the 
heart,  as  it  is.  Universalism  knows  nothing  of  a  reviewed  heart — a 
regenerated  heart :  it  claims  that  the  heart,  in  its  natural  and  unho* 
ly  state,  gives  its  suffrage  for  annihilating  the  endless  sanctions 
<H  the  divine  law,  and  unconditionally  saving  all  men,  without 
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regard  to  cfaaraeter  or  conduct,  as  subjects  of  God^s  moral  coyem- 
ment.  Of  tlie  truth  of  this  there  can  be  no  doubt :  hence,!  freelj 
grant  the  gentleman  his  claim.  But  mark — so  far  is  it  from  pro* 
ving  his  system  true,  it  demonstrates  its  deprayity  and  falsehood. 
The  Bible  declares  the  heart  to  be  m/,  deceitful  and  tpicked.  Our 
Lord  says,  ''*'  out  of  the  heart  proceed  evil  thoughts,  murders,  adul- 
teries, fornications,  thefts,  false  witness,  blasphemies." 

This  being  the  moral  state  of  the  heart,  it  is  wholly  at  variaace 
with  the  purity  of  God's  law,  and  the  principles  of  his  gospel.  A 
wicked  heart  will  love  only  thai  which  is  assimilated  to  its  like- 
ness. The  gospel  requires  self-denial — renunciation  of  sin,  and  a 
course  of  holy  obedience.  Hence,  the  wicked  heart  Ao^ef  the  gos- 
pel. But  Mr.  Austin  says  it  loves  Universalism ;  and  no  wonder, 
since  that  theory  allows  all  that  a  wicked  heart  can  claim  or  de- 
sire, without  the  least  hazard  as  to  final  conseqtiences,  Mr.  Austin 
is  right.  The  sinful,  depraved  heart  loves  his  doctrine,  and  is  never 
more  happy  than  when  the  intellect  has  become  bo  perverted  as  to 
allow  it  the  undisturbed  enjoyment  of  the  object  of  its  gross,  sen- 
sual and  depraved  affections. 

The  argument  may  be  stated  thus  :  Any  system  of  religious 
doctrine  which  falls  m  with  the  nalured  bent  of  the  human  heart — 
is  loved  and  cherished  by  it — ^must  be  false  in  its  character,  displeas- 
ing to  (rod,  and  dangerous  to  the  souis  of  men.  But  Mr.  Austin 
says,  Universalism  is  loved  and  cherished  by  the  heart,  with  all 
its  sinful  tendencies  and  corrupt  purposes  and  desires :  and  often, 
in  opposition  to  the  dictates  of  the  intellect  and  judgment.  The 
conclusion,  therefore,  is  as  sound  and  forcible,  as  the  premise  is 
truthful — Universalism  is  false  in  its  character,  displeasing  to  God, 
and  dangerous  to  the  souls  of  men. 

There  are  a  few  other  particulars  to  which  I  wish  to  call  atten- 
tion, before  1  proceed  to  recapitulate  my  opposing  arguments,  aad 
Hun  up  the  discussion  on  this  question. 

As  was  anticipated,  Mr.  AiMtin  has  presented  a  long  list  of 
minent  names,  claimed  as  Universalists.  His  object  in  this  is  to 
reaken,  if  not  destroy,  the  force  of  my  last  negative  argument, 
lased  on  the  very  recent  origin  of  Universalism ;  as  well  as  to  sus- 
ain,  by  the  authority  of  great  names,  a  system  which  must  fall,  if 
left  with  no  other  support  than  its  own  intrinsic  merits.  As  I  in- 
tend to  bestow  more  attention  upon  this  nominal  argument  of  mv 
friend,  before  the  discussion  closes,  than  I  can  at  present,  I  will 
esteem  it  a  favor,  if  he  will  give  me  the  authority  from  which 
his  materials  are  drawn. 

Mr.  Austin. — ^They  are  taken  from  various  sources.  It  is  not 
possible  for  me  to  designate  all  of  them.  Some  of  the  names 
read,  were  taken  from  the  "  Ancient  History  of  Universalism.'' 

Mk.  H0LMS8. — ^This  is  a  very  convenient  method  of  avoiding 
re^onsihility,  in  a  matter  that  my  friend  is  well  aware  will  not 
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bear  inTwtigation.    From  "  Tarions  sovoee.**    Wdl,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  more  specific  information,  we  ha^e  the  whole  field  be- 
fore ns,  and  mnst  do  as  wdl  as  we  can.    The  gentleman  has, 
howerer,  rentured  to  refer  to  the  **  Ancient  History  of  Universal- 
isnif"  as  one  of  the  sources  of  his  information.      It  is  really 
enourh  to  exeite  a  smile,  to  bear  of  the  "  Ancient  Hitiory  qf  Uni" 
versahtm  ,^^  a  book  written  for  the  first  time,  by  the  son  of  the 
man  who  first  gave  being  and  form  to  the  svstem  defended  by 
my  opponent,  not  inr  from  the  beginning  of  tne  nineteenth  cen- 
tury.   On  the  list  of  names  introduced  by  the  gentleman,  we  will 
ohij  remark  at  present  two  or  three  things.    Fint:  Many  of  the 
dbtingnished  indiyidoals  referred  to,  did  not  embrace  UniV'Srsal- 
ism  in  any  form  whatever,  but  taught  a  directly  contrary  doctrinet 
88  is  abundantly  evident  from  their  published  works.    Of  this 
class  are  Doddridge,  Watts,  Dick,  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  and  others. 
To  claim  these  as  Universalists,  is  a  false  and  slanderous  impu- 
tation upon  their  hitherto  unsullied  reputation.     Secondly:  Of  all 
the  names  read  to  us,  (so  far  as  my  recollection  now  extends)  not 
one  embraced  anything  like  the  system  of  doctrine  advocated 
here  by  Mr.  Austin,  nor  had  they  the  least  fellowship  for  such 
views.    There  is  no  more  similarity  between  the  views  they  held, 
and  modem  Universalism,  than  between  Deism  and  the  Gospel  of 
Christ.    FincMy :  Those  who  symbolized  with  Universabsm  in 
any  reepett,  flourished,  for  the  most  part,  during  the  age  of  spec- 
ulation which  succeeded  the  reformation  by  Luther;  and  their 
Universalism,  with  scarcely  a  sin^e  exception,  consisted  merely 
in  admitting  a  doubt  <^  the  perpetuity  of  future  punishment.    In  all 
other  respects,  they  were  orthodox,  embracing  evangelical  views 
of  Christ  and  his  Gospel ;  and  yet  Mr.  Austin  parades  their  names 
before  us  as  UniversaJists,  witnout  a  single  word  of  explanation. 
My  ne^^tive  argument,  founded  on  the  modem  origin  of  Univer- 
salism, IS  untouched  as  yet  by  anything  that  has  been  said.    Names 
are  nothing,  however  distinguished,  when  brought  to  sustain  a 
false  and  anti-christian  scheme — and  besides,  the  names  embraced 
in  the  list  referred  to,  so  far  as  they  might  claim  to  be  Christians 
at  all,  cannot,  with  either  truth  or  propriety,  be  associated  with 
the  anti-scriptural,  semi-infidel  theory,  defended  by  my  opponent. 
The  measures  adopted  by  Universal ist  writers  j^erally,  and  the 
course  pursued  by  Mr.  Austin  in  this  discussion,  in  quoting  the 
views  oi  orthodox  ministers,  authorize  the  supposition,  that  wherev- 
er they  find  a  writer  repudiating  the  notion  of  unconditional  repro* 
bation  to  damnation,  and  maintaining  the  universality  of  the  atone^ 
ment,  they  at  once  place  his  name  in  the  list  of  Universalists.    It 
is  in  this  way  they  make  out  their  catalogue.    I  have  no  doubt, 
that  under  other  circumstances,  the  list  would  have  been  enlarged 
by  adding  the  names  of  Wesley  and  Clarke. 

The  audience  will  recollect,  that  when  the  debate  on  this  aucs- 
tiQii  eommeaccdt  I  advertiaed  tbtm  of  my  intention  to  take  hotd  •! 
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every  affirmative  ar^ment  presented,  and  show  the  fallacy  in  the 
gentleman's  premises,  and  the  unsoiHidness  of  bis  whole  course  of 
i^rgumentation.  He  has  multiplied  his  arguments  without  precedent , 
and  beyond  what  was  required  by  the  nature  of  the  question.  By 
this  course,  though  my  friend  has  weakened  his  main  position  rath* 
cr  than  otherwise,  by  spreading  his  proofs  over  so  large  a  surface, 
yet  he  has  rendered^the  discussion  more  complex,  and  imposed  a 
more  difficult  task  on  me,  inasmuch  as  I  have  found  it  necessary  to 
to  reply  again  and  again,  to  the  same  arguments,  presented  with  a 
slight  change  in  phraseology  and  the  moa€  of  illustration.  Wheth- 
er I  have  redeemed  my  pledge,  I  most  cheerfully  submit  to  the 
decision  of  the  public,  after  I  shall  have  briefly  reviewed  the 
ground  over  which  we  have  passed. 

The  Jirtt  argument  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Austin  to  sustain 
the  affirmative  of  this  question,  was  diawn  from  the  desire  of  God. 
God  desires  the  happiness  of  all  his  creatures,  therefore  all  will  be- 
come holy  and  happy.    In  reply  to  this,  I  have  shown  that  it  in* 
volves  a  number  of  assumptions  and  sophisms,  which  render  it 
wholly  nugatory.     The  argument  is  worthless,  unless  the  desire  of 
God  controls,  in  an  absolute  and  resistless  manner,  the  final  desti- 
nies of  meU)  irrespective  of  moral  agency  or  moral  desert.    Bat  this 
is  a  mere  assumption^  not  only^  without  proof,  but  directly  in  the 
face  of  the  most  stern  and  decisive  evidence  to  the  contrary.    God's 
moral  attributes,  his  moral  government,  the  plain  declarations  of  his 
own  word,  the  moral  agency  and  responsibility  of  man,  together 
with  the  facts  existing  in  the  moral  universe,  unite  in  asserting  the 
unsoundness  of  the  process  by  which  the  gentleman  has  reached 
his  erroneous  conclusion.    God  will  never  desire  the  holiness  and 
Bpiness  of  men,  more  strongly  and  ardently  than  he  does  at  pres- 
Hence,  nothing  can  be  predicated  of  this  desire  in  the  future^ 
md  what  we  see  effected  by  it  now;  but  this  desire  does  not,  by 
urn  resistless  control,  nor  by  the  means  employed  to  secure  its 
ct,  remove  the  sinfulness  and  misery  of  moral  beings,  without 
rd  to  their  agency  and  conduct.   It  therefore  contradicts  analo- 
ind  fact,  as  well  as  the  nature  of  tbe  gospel,  and  the  plainest 
vites  of  his  word,  to  assume,  from  the  desire  of  God,  the  uncoj^ 
ional,  inevitable  salvation  of  the  whole  human  family. 
The  same  remarks  will  apply,  with  all  their  force,  to  the  inien' 
tion  of  God,  from  which  my  friend,  by  a  strong  physical,  not  to 
say  intellectual  effort,  leaps  to  the  conclusion  he  seeks  to  estab- 
lish.   The  gentleman  cannot  claim  to  have  any  other  knowledge 
of  the  divine  intention,  than  that  communicated  through  his  gov- 
ernment and  his  directly  revealed  will ;    but  neither  of  these  au- 
thoiize  the  deduction  of  Universalism.     What  may  be  expected 
from  the  operations  of  the  divine  government,  is  constantly  being 
developed  around  us.     Beyond  this,  we  are  authorized  to  expect 
nothing,  only  on  the  positive  assurance  of  direct  revelation.    And 
what  IS  this  assorance  ?    Can  the  gentleman  refer  me  to  a  single 
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text,  in  which  th«  assurance  ef  /atare  salration  is  stron^t  or 
made  to  us  on  terms  difiering  from  those  connected  with  salvation 
in  the  present  life  ?  Mr.  Austin  has  said,  it  is  a  standing  rule)  ap- 
plicable to  all  worlds,  he  that  repents  shall  be  forgiven,  and  res- 
tored to  holiness  and  happiness.  For  the  sake  of  the  argument, 
allow  this  to  be  a  correct  view  of  the  divine  intention,  and  what 
does  it  prove  for  Universalism  ?  It  is  a  standing  rule  for  this 
world — **  he  that  confesseth  and  forsaketh  his  sins,  shall  find  mer- 
cy." But,  do  all  therefore  confess  and  forsake  their  sins ?  No; 
but  thousands  despise  the  gracious  overture,  and  wax  worse  and 
worse,  to  the  latest  period  of  their  lives.  Now  apply  the  lule  to 
another  world ;  make  it  the  standing  rule  of  eternity,  and  what 
have  we  gained  ?  The  rule  itself  does  not  secure  the  end,  but 
only  prescrtbii  the  method  by  which  it  may  be  attained.  The  op- 
eration of  the  rule  for  many  thousand  years,  furnishes  data  from 
which  to  judge  of  its  operation  for  all  coming  time,  or  for  eternity ; 
and  the  nature  of  the  rule  implies,  that  those  for  whope  benefit  it 
was  given,  may  hereafter,  as  they  have  in  this  world,  forfeit  the 
blessings  it  was  designed  to  confer.  Thus,  we  sec,  in  jumping  to 
his  vUimatum,  the  gentleman  has  utterly  disregarded  the  rightful 
claims  of  those  well  established  principles  of  moral  government, 
analogy  and  revelation,  to  which  all  correct  theologians  and  sound 
reasoners  are  accustomed  to  pay  tribute. 

The  next  argument  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Austin,  is  founded 
on  the  gwemment  of  God,  or  the  Divine  Sovereignly,  That  Jeho- 
vah is  a  Sovereign — that  he  is  perfect — that  he  has  establish- 
ed a  government  over  all  men — that  his  government  has  a 
specific  object  in  view,  and  is  perfect,  are  predicates  I  have  not 
disputed,  and  shall  not  I  have  argued  for  all  these  positions,  but 
my  opponent  has  conflicted  with  them,  more  or  less,  in  every 
speech  he  has  made ;  and  the  general  train  of  reasoning  pursued 
by  him,  has  directly  tended  to  undermine  and  overthrow  them, 
thus  giving  a  practical  illustration  of  the  remark  in  my  first  speech 
— that  the  advocates  of  Universalism  blow  hot  and  cold  with  the 
same  breath,  and  pull  down  with  one  hand  what  they  build  up 
with  the  other.  VVould  a  perfect  sovereign  establish  a  moral  go- 
vernment, and  then  deal  with  his  subjects  as  machines,  and  thus 
conflict  with  the  principles  of  his  own  government  ?  Would  he 
enact  laws,  and  leave  them  to  execute  themselves,  as  I  have  shown 
to  be  the  doctrine  of  Universalism  ?  VVould  he  establish  faith 
as  a  condition  of  salvation,  and  then  save  men  without  faith,  or, 
which  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  compel  them  to  believe  that  they 
might  be  saved  ?  Would  he  proclaim  himself  to  the  universe  a 
moral  Governor,  his  rule  moral  law  and  moral  justice,  according 
to  the  moral  desert  of  his  subjects,  and  then  change  the  moral  for 
a  government  strictly  and  entirely  paternal,  and  resolve  his  whole 
aduiinistration  into  S3nnpathy  ?  Would  he  give  his  subjects  a  mor- 
al constitatioDt  advertise  them  that  their  character  and  condition 
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would  depend  upon  their  own  conduct,  for  which  they  would  be 
held  strictly  responsible — and  then  proceed  to  bring  out  a  given 
resu't  in  violation  of  their  constitution,  and  without  regard  to  their 
conduct  ?  Would  a  perfect  sovereign,  with  a  perfect  govcHiment, 
subject  hisj  people  to  vanity  agai/ist  their  tr.//,  or  lead  them,  di- 
rectly or  mijitcctly,  into  rebellion  ngainst  his  laws  and  authority, 
that  he  might  have  opportunity  to  show  his  sovereignty  and  pow- 
er in  punishing  their  disobedience  ?  Final  I  v,  would  a  goo  J,  wise, 
perfect  sovereign,  with  a  good,  wise,  perfect  government,  find  it 
necessary  to  lead  his  subjects  through  a  course  of  rebetlton,  crime 
and  punishment,  in  order  Km  make  them  loyal,  and  elevate  them  to 
virtue,  holiness,  and  happiness  ?  Such  are  a  lew,  and  but  a  few, 
of  the  incongruities  of  Universalism,  in  regard  to  God's  government 
and  sovereignty;  and  ail  these  various,  absurd  and  contradictory  no- 
tions, have  been  advocated  by  Mr.  Austin,  in  the  course  of  this  de- 
bate. It  is  most  strange  that  my  friend  should  talk  of  Grod*s  perfect 
moral  government,  in  connection  with  the  proposition  he  is  labor- 
ing to  sustain,  since,  if  Universalism  be  true,  moral  government 
does  not  exist;  and  as  a  sovereign,  instead  of  being  good,  wise 
ani  perfect,  God  proclaims  himself,  by  his  course  of  administration, 
as  weak,  cruel,  tyrannical  and  hypocritical. 

The  fourth  argument  of  Mr.  Austin  is  denominated  thtfuiftil- 
ment  of  the  law  of  love.  He  argues  that  this  law  will  be  fulliiled 
in  every  individual,  ami  all  will  be  consequently  holy  and  happy. 
We  admit  all  ate,  and  will  be  saved,  who  obey  this  law,  but  we  do  nut 
admit  that  the  command,  '*  tbou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all 
thy  heart,"  proves  that  all  will  love  God,  any  more  than  the  com- 
mand, **  thou  shall  not  steal,"  proves  all  will  be  honest.  The  lat- 
ter command  is  adapted  to  this  world  only,  and  by  many  is  never 
obeyed  in  spirit  or  practice.  Suppose  it  applicable  to  another 
world,  as  well  as  this,  have  we  any  proof  that  it  would  not  be  dis- 
regarded there,  as  it  has  been  here  ?  If  so,  I  would  like  to  know 
from  what  source  it  is  drawn.  The  command,  "thou  shalt  love 
the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart,"  is  adapted  to  both  worlds — 
to  all  worlds,  and  as  it  is  utterly  disregarded  in  this  life  by  thou- 
sands who  have  all  the  knowledge  necessary,  and  all  the  motives 
to  induce  love  to  God  ever  made  known  to  any  human  mind,  we 
have  the  argument  from  analogy,  to  say  nothing  of  the^  govern- 
ment of  God,  the  moral  agency  of  man,  and  the  teachings  of  holy 
writ,  to  support  the  conclusion  that  it  may  and  wM  be  disregarded 
in  the  future  stale.  J3ul  Air.  Austin  has  attempted  to  strengthen 
bis  conclusion,  by  referring  to  the  declaration  of  Christ,  that  be 
**  came  to  fultiil  the  law.**  To  this  we  reply,  Christ  came  to  fuilill 
the  law  in  tH,is  life^  yet  all  men  do  not  love  God.  Indeed,  Messrs. 
fiallou,  Williamson,  and  others,  confine  the  agency  of  Christ  in 
the  salvation  of  men,  to  this  world.  But  the  law  he  came  to  fulfill 
is  not  obeyed  by  all  here ;  where,  th«Sc;  is  the  proof,  that  it  will 
be  hereafter  ?    We  may  assume,  imagine,  and  conjecture ;   but 
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after  all,  every  thins:  tangible  repudiates,  as  baseless,  the  whole- 
sale conclusion  of  Universalism.  Besi<los  lhi»,  I  hare  shown  in 
what  sense  Christ  fulfills  the  law,  that  his  work  of  atonement 
and  intercession  for  sinners  did  not,  and  does  not,  involve  xnuondi' 
tional,  inevitahU  salvation. 

Mr.  Austin  rests  his  next  affirmative  proof  on  the  **  Paternal 
character  of  God."     As  this  is  one  of  the  strong  points  of  Univer- 
salism, he  has  brought  all  his  intelleclual  force  into  requisition  to 
defend  it.     If  he  has  displayed  art  in  the  sjeneral  conduct  of  his 
argument,  he  has  also  f^iven  many  specimens  of  false  reasoning?; 
and  in  his  rejoinder  to  my  reply,  every  paragraph  contains  a  lurk- 
in{^  sophism,     f  n  the  attention  I  have  been  able  to  bestow  upon 
the  Paternal  argument,  I  have,  in  the  following  particulars,  shown 
it  to  be  unsound  in  premise,  fallacious  in  process,  and  false  in  con- 
clusion.    1.  It  is  founded  on  human  sympathy,  which,  on  account 
of  the  perversion  of  our  nature,  is  an  unsafe  guide  in  moral  sub- 
jects.    2.  It  assumes,  contrary  to  the  direct  language  of  scripture, 
that  all  men  are  children  of  God,  in  such  a  sense  as  will  secure 
their  ultimate  holiness  and  happiness.      3.    I  have  proved  from 
scripture,  that  our  heavenly  inheritance  depends  upon  our  adop- 
Hon,  and  that  our  adoption  is  conditional :  **  as  many  as  are  led  by 
the  Spirit  of  God,  i/tet/  are  the  sons  of  God ;  and  if  sons^  then  heirs 
of  God  through  Christ.*'  4.  It  has  been  shown  that  his  argument  takes 
a  distorted  view  of  the  Divine  character ;  overlooking  all  the  attri- 
butes of  God,  and  all  the  principles  of  his  government,  it  rests  itself  on 
a  mere  relation.   5.  By  a  process  of  reasoning  similar  to  that  embraced 
in  this  argument,  a  directly  contrary  conclusion  may  be  arrived  at,  by 
taking  some  other  divine  relation,  or  the  holiness  of  God  as  a  predi- 
cate. Hence,  this  mode  of  reasoning,  supporting  conclusions  directly 
opposite,  must  be  perfectly  sophistical  and  utterly  false.     6.  I  have 
shown  that  the  Paternal  arg:umentcan  only  be  sound,  on  supposition 
that  Universalism  xsfahe,  inasmuch  as  it  directly  conflicts  with  that 
main  proposition  of  the  system,  for  which  the  gentleman  contended 
during  the  first  two  days  of  this  discussion.     Finally,  I  have  de- 
monstrated the  falsity  of  the   argument,  inasmuch  as  it  is  opposed 
to  facts  as  they  exist  in  the  moral  world — contradicts  analogy — 
and  on  the  principles  of  Universalism,  the  practical  exhibition 
which  God  gives  of  his  paternal  government,  is  an  outrage  upon 
the  feelings  of  every  earthly  father,  whether  good  or  bad.     Mr. 
Austin  has  said  it  is  necessary  to  the  success  of  my  cause,  that 
1  should  remove  this  argument.    Allowing  this  to  be  true,  it  is 
equally  necessary  to  the  success  of  his  cause,  that  he  should  keep 
it  sound  in  all  its  departments.     Whether  he  has  done  so,  I  sub- 
mit, witliout  hesitation,  to  the  candid  decision  of  the  audience  and 
public. 

On  the  love  of  God,  another  affirmative  argument  is  predicated 
by  Mr.  Austin,  on  which  he  dwells  at  great  length.  In  reply,  we 
liave  shown,  that  it  b  as  distinctly^  emphatically,  and  unqualifiedly 
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said  in  the  scriptures,  that  God  is  *^  angry  with  the  sinner  every 
day" — "  is  a  consuming  fire,"  and  that  it  is  "  a  fearful  thing  to 
faU  into  the  hands  of  the  living  Gofl,"  as  it  is,  that  "  God  is  love." 
If  the  latter  expression  is  to  be  interpreted  on  absolute  and  inde^ 
pendent  principles,  the  same  rule  of  interpretation  must  be  applied 
to  the  former.  If  the  latter  proves  aU  must  be  saved,  the  other 
declarations  quoted,  prove  all  must  be  lost.  I  have  further  shown, 
that  the  gentleman  begs  the  question,  in  order  to  get  a  starting 
point  for  his  argument.  He  assumes  the  final  perdition  of  the 
ungodly  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  love  of  God,  which  is  the 
very  point  in  dispute  between  us.  We  have  also  seen,  that  di- 
vine love  is  not  an  attribute,  but  an  affection  of  the  divine  mind, 
which  only  exists  towards  those  objects  adapted  to  call  it  forth  ; 
that  as  God  is  holy,  he  can  only  exercise  the  love  of  complacen- 
cy towards  those  who  are  assimilated  to  his  moral  likeness  : 
hence,  does  not,  and  cannot  love  the  sinner,  in  a  sense  that  securei 
him  of  endless  life.  Finally,  the  facts  existing  in  the  moral  world, 
and  the  illustrations  God  has  given  us  of  his  disposition  towards 
sinners,  in  his  exhibitions  of  severi^  and  justice  in  his  physical 
and  moral  administration,  are  most  deviously  irreconcilable,  with 
both  the  predicate  and  conclusion  of  the  gentleman^s  argument. 
He  says,  the  facts  and  illustrations  from  the  government  of  God, 
with  which  1  have  refuted  his  deductions,  are  the  effects  of  the 
laws  of  nature.  Allowing  this  to  be  so,  what  is  gained  by  him  } 
Is  not  God  the  author  of  nature's  laws  ?  Would  a  God,  who  lovely 
and  *^  is  love,^^  in  tlu  sense  represented  by  my  friend,  establish  and 
maintain  laws,  which  inflict  such  miseries  on  the  objects  of  his 
Nearest  affection  ?  But  many  of  these  examples  of  divine  justice 
nd  severity,  have  taken  place  in  opposition  to  the  laws  of  nature, 
fumerous  instances  are  recorded  in  the  Bible,  in  which  the  laws 
I  nature  have  been  suspended,  for  the  purpose  of  executing 
arked  and  terrible  vengeance  against  transgressors )  all  which, 
;e  standing  refutations  of  the  view  here  taken  of  the  love  of 
;od. 

Mr.  Austin's  seventh  argument,  is  drawn  from  the  foreknotoU 
idge  of  God.  That  God  does  know  all  things,  is  a  fact  I  would 
no  more  deny,  than  deny  the  Divine  existence.  Hence  my  friend 
might  have  spared  himself  all  the  pains  he  has  taken  to  fortify 
this  position.  The  fallacy  of  the  argument  is  found  in  two  points. 
1.  In  assuming  that  God  would  not  create  a  being,  who,  he  fore- 
saw would  make  himself  miserable ;  and,  2.  In  confounding  eer* 
tainty  and  necessity,  foreknowledge  and  determination,  thinjgs  en- 
tirely and  radically  different.  Totheyir^^  of  these  assumptions,  I 
have  replied  in  my  speech  on  the  government  of  God.  The  sec^ 
ond  I  have  answered,  by  showing  the  difference  between  those 
things  which  my  friend  has  strangely  confounded.  To  say  that 
an  event  is  necessary^  because  it  is  foreseen  that  it  will  occur,  is 
to  make  mere  knowUage  causative  in  itself',  whereas,  the  truth  is. 
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knowledge  is  passive^  and  does  not  of  itself  exert  the  least  influ- 
ence upon  the  character  of  an  event,  or  render  it  any  the  more, 
necessary  or  certain.  Mr.  Austin's  argument  from  foreknowl- 
edge, robs  God  of  the  character  of  a  moral  Governor,  and  leaves 
him  no  choice  between  ignorance  of  all  events  until  they  occur, 
and  exclusive  responsibility  for  all  the  crime  and  misery  in  the  uni- 
verse. We  much  prefer  the  view  'given  of  this  subject  by  St. 
Paul.  "  Whom  God  did  foreknow,  (as  believing  and  obeying  the 
truth,  and  being  sanctified  by  the  Spirit,)  he  also  did  predestinate 
to  be  conformed  to  the  image  of  his  son.*'  By  consequence, 
whom  he  did  foreknow  as  disbelieving,  disobeying,  and  willfully 
refecting  the  gospel,  he  also  did  predestinate  to  the  consequences 
or  their  sinful  career.  The  responsibility,  both  for  the  career 
pursued,  and  the  ncUure  of  the  result  arrived  at,  rests  on  the  sin- 
ner alone. 

Mr.  Austin  builds  his  eiehth  argument  on  the  mercy  of  €hd. 
There  is  not  a  more  palpably  fallacious  and  inconsistent  proof 
in  the  whole  catalogue  than  this.  That  such  a  specimen  of  rea- 
soning should  be  expected  to  have  weight  with  thinking  men,  is 
certainly  very  remarkable,  and  reflects  very  little  credit  upon  the 
judgment  of  my  opponent.  The  whole  argument  is  rendered  nu- 
gatory by  the  following  difliculties.  1.  It  is  based  upnon  the  sup- 
Dosition  that  mercy  is  an  attribute  of  God,  which  is  not  true. 
Mercy  has  its  foundation  in,  and  is  a  form  of^the  divine  goodness, 
assumed  towards  the  guilty  and  helpless,  and  is  intended  to  af- 
ford relief  to  such,  on  terms  which  harmonize  the  attributes  and 
{^vernraent  of  God.  But  mercy,  in  the  sense  in  which  the  term 
IS  generally  used,  is  not  an  attnbute,  and  may,  or  may  not  exist, 
without  disturbing  the  harmony  of  the  divine  character.  2.  On 
the  principles  of  Unrversalism,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  mercy. 
All  definitions  of  mercy,  centre  in  this  one  idea — "  to  treat  an  of- 
fender better  than  he  deserves.'^  It  is  the  doctrine  of  Universalism, 
that  God  always  punishes  sinners  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts. 
If  this  be  true,  ne  cannot  treat  them  better  than  they  deserve  ; 
hence  mercy  has  no  existence  in  that  system,  and  cannot  be  made 
the  foundation  of  an  argument.  3.  Were  there  no  other  objec- 
tion, the  argument  would  be  vitiated,  because  it  rests  upon  the 
assumed  ground,  that  divine  mercy  is  exercised  in  an  absolute  and 
sovereign  way,  without  the  least  regard  to  the  constitution  of  the 
divine  government,  or  the  principles  involved  in  the  conditional- 
ity  of  gospel  salvation.  All  the  gentleman  says  about  the  con- 
flict between  justice  and  mercy,  in  which  mercy  resists  the  claims 
of  justice,  and  justice  is  equally  stubborn  in  its  opposition  to  the 
benevolent  intentions  of  mercy,  is  a  perversion  of  orthodox  views, 
and  is  intended  to  mystify  the  subject,  and  mislead  the  minds  of 
the  audience. 

My  friend's  ninth  argument,  is  based  on  the  ^* justice  of  Ood:^ 
Most  of  the  remarks  just  made  in  regard  to  mercy,  will  apply  to 
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the  subject  of  divine  justice.  Justice  is  not  an  attribute,  but  & 
form  of  the  divine  holiness,  and  its  office  is,  (under  a  system  of 
reatoring;  mercy,)  to  vindicate  the  character  and  government  of 
God  against  those  who  reject  the  overtures  of  mercy,  and  willfully 
retain  the  character  of  offenders.  Such  are  held  under  the  inflic- 
tions of  justice.  Mr.  Austin  mistakes  the  nature  and  designs  of 
divine  justice,  and  then  proceeds  to  draw  his  wholesale  conclu- 
sions. The  argument  is  defective  in  all  its  parts ;  but  if  it  were 
sound  in  other  respects,  the  conclusion  arrived  at  would  be  erro- 
neous, since  the  operations  of  divine  justice  no  more  prove  that 
all  men  will  be  holy  and  happy,  than  the  operatiojis  of  human 
justice  prove  that  all  men  will  experience  the  happiness  arising 
from  conformity  to  the  salutary  laws  under  which  they  live. 

The  gentleman  has  given  us  an  argument  on  the  wtll  of  God^ 
on  which  he  has  insisted  much.     He  takes  it  for  granted  that, God 
wills  the  salvation  of  all  men,  absolutely,  and  without  respect  to 
contingencies  of  any  kind :  that  it  is  the  positive  and  dtlerminat9 
will  of  Crod,  that  all  men  sIM  be  holy  and  happy.     The  folly  and 
absurdity  of  such  a  proposition,  I  have  shown  in  various  ways. 
I  have  shown,  that  so  far  as  men  are  concerned,  it  would  contra- 
vene moral  government — rob  man  of  his  moral  character,  and 
consequently  of  the  power  of  moral  ha|)piness :  that  if  the  will  of 
God  respecting  ^ruii  destiny  be  unconditional  and  absolute,  it  must 
be  so  in  regard  to  the^ruero/  steps  by  which  that  destiny  is  reached ; 
\nd  hence  men  are  neither  praise  nor  blameworthy,  and  God  alone 
i  responsible,  not  merely  for  the  existence  of  all  events,  but  for 
heir  moral   character.     Thus   the    conclusion   is   legitimately 
cached,  if  the  premise  be  sound,  that  God  is  the  direct  and  abso- 
ute  author  of  all  sin  in  the  universe.    God  cannot  be  the  direct 
nd  absolute  author  of  man's  mora/  destiny,  without  being  the  di- 
;ect  and  absolute  author  of  his  moral  character. 

It  has  been  further  shown,  that  the  Bible  presents  man^  clear 
instances  in  which  the  will  of. God  is  not  done,  and  in  which  the 
word  translated  vnll',  cannot,  without  the  greatest  folly  and  ab- 
surdity, be  understood  in  an  absolute  sense.  I  give  the  gentle- 
man this  dilemma  for  consideration,  and  it  is  perfectly  immaterial 
which  of  its  horns  he  shall  employ,  to  pierce  the  vitals  of  his 
system.  If  God's  will  be  not  absolute,  in  a  sense  which  controls 
the  existence  and  character  of  all  events,  the  argument  is  good  for 
nothing.  If  it  be^  then  instead  of  proving  the  salvation  of  all 
men,  it  proves  nothing  so  definitely,  as  that  sin  and  misery  may 
always  exist,  since  it  now  exists,  and  has  existed  for  many  thou- 
sand years,  not  by  the  mere  permissioa,  but  by  the  absolute  wili  of 
God. 

The  "  presence  of  God  in  all  men,"  is  another  proof  of  univer- 
sal salvation,  often  referred  to  by  the  Universalists,  and  which 
Mr.  Austin  has  given  quite  a  prominent  place  in  his  declamations. 
But  I  have  never  been  able  to  see  any  point  or  force  in  this  tup- 
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posed  argument.  It  rests  on  an  entire  misapprehension  of  the  de- 
sign and  meaning  of  the  passage  or  passages  on  which  it  is 
founded,  as  I  have  elsewhere  abundantly  shovm  in  my  answer  to 
the  gentleman^s  remarks  on  this  point.  That  '^  God  may  be  all 
in  all,"  refers  to  nothing  more  than  the  unity  and  universality  of 
his  administration^  after  the  mediatorial  kingdom,  as  it  stands  re- 
lated to  a  preached  gospel,  shall  have  terminated. 

Still  another  argument  urged  by  my  opponent,  is  based  on  the 
commands  9/  God.  On  this  point,  the  very  strange  assumption  is 
made,  that  God's  commands  have  the  force  of  poaitive  promises :  . 
hence,  that  all  he  commands  will  come  to  pass — must  be  effected. 
Ai^  to  make  out  his  case,  the  gentleman  has  attempted  to  press 
Mr.  Wesley  into  his  service.  But  the  whole  is  a  direct  perver- 
sion, both  of  the  nature  of  the  divine  commands,  and  the  views 
of  that  great  and  good  man,  John  Wesley.  This  I  have  made 
sufficiently  plain  in  my  speech  on  this  subject,  in  which  I  have 
ebown  that  the  commands  of  God  have  the  force  of  promises,  no 
otherwise  than  as  they  imply  the  giant  of  ability  to  obey,  when- 
ever we  honestly  and  earnestly  enaeavor  to  do  so. 

The IftirUenth  argument,  (if  I  have  numbered  correctly,)  is  based 
on  the  mission  of  Christ.  I  have  shown,  I  am  confident,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  every  candid  and  intelligent  mind  in  this  audience, 
that  the  mission  of  Christ  to  this  world  has  no  connection  with, 
or  bearing  upon,  the  final  holiness  and  happiness  of  men,  if  the 
system  of  Unive realism  be  true.  My  friend  does  not  admit  men 
were  ever  lost,  as  to  their  final  state.  How,  then,  can  he  argue  that 
they  will  be  saved  in  their  final  state,  because  of  the  mission  t>f 
Christ  to  this  world  ?  The  argiuncnt  is  not  only  absurd  in  itself, 
hat  in  urging  it,  the  gentleman  comes  in  contact  with  Ballou, 
llogers,  and  other  leading  writers  in  the  denomination,  who  ex- 
pressly limit  the  effect  of  Christ's  mission  to  this  life.  1  have  also 
proved  from  their  own  writings,  that  Universalists  care  no  more 
lor  the  sufferings  and  death  of  Christ  for  the  human  race,  than 
for  the  sufferings  and  death  of  Peter  or  Paul,  and  hence  have  fixed 
upon  their  system  the  black  and  indellible  mark  of  Infidelity. 

There  is  another  argument  in  the  catalogue,  denominated  anti- 
thetical, founded  on  the  antithesis  embraced  in  certain  passages  of 
•cripture,  such  as  the  following:  **  As  in  Adam  all  die,  even  so 
in  Christ  shall  all  be  made  alive."  "  For  as  by  one  man's  disobe- 
dience, many  were  made  sinners ;  so  by  the  obedience  of  one,  sfiall 
many  be  made  righteous,'*  On  these  passages,  my  friend  argues, 
"  what  we  lost  in  Adam,  we  gained  in  Christ' — therefore  all  men 
will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  But  Mr.  Austin  does  not  beiieve 
any  man  ever  lost  final  holiness  and  happiness  in  Adam,  there- 
fore, he  does* not  believe  they  gain  it  in  Christ.  He  does  not  be- 
lieve his  own  argument.  He  does  not  believe  men  ever  were 
made  sinners,  or  died  in  Adam,  in  a  sense  that  endangers  or  for- 
feits their  final  salvation  ;    hence,  on  his  own  principles  of  rea- 
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0oning,  he  cannot  beliere  any  man  gains  final  holiness  and  hap- 
piness in  Christ.  He  knows,  therefore,  just  as  well  as  I  do,  that 
this  argument  possesses  not  the  weight  of  a  feather. 

The  scriptural  argument  for  the  truth  of  Universalism  was  an- 
swered before  it  was  offered.  I  have  taken  up  in  detail  most  of 
the  proof  texts  of  that  theory,  in  connection  with  what  preceded 
and  followed  ^  and  have  proved,  not  merely  that  they  admit  a  differ- 
ent construction,  but  that  the3r  remiire  an  explanation  contradictory 
to  the  dogma  for  which  my  friena  contends.  I  hesitate  not  to  say, 
that  there  is  no  part  of  the  Bible  that  require$  the  Universalist 
construction,  to  make  it  consistent  with  itself,  or  with  the  general 
tenor  of  scripture.  It  is  only  by  disjointing  and  perverting  Ibe 
Bible,  that  Universalists  can  press  any  part  of  it  into  their  service. 
But  to  trHle  with  God's  word,  is  dangerous  business.  He  that 
hath  ears  to  hear,  let  him  hear. 

I  have  now  finished  my  recapitulation  of  my  friend's  regular  oT" 
^umerUSy  and  the  manner  in  which  I  have  met  and  refuted  them. 
Jrerhaps  I  have  not  named  them  all  in  the  order  in  which  they  oc- 
cur in  his  speeches,  but  that  is  not  material.  It  is  enough  to  know 
that  I  have  found  them  of  a  yielding  and  vulnerable  character. 
Besides  the  direct  reply  I  have  given  these  Universalist  proofs,  I 
have  answered  most  of  them  in  two  other  ways.  First,  by  a  disser- 
tation on  the  attributes  of  God,  in  which  I  show  that  nothing  can 
be  certainly  inferred  from  his  attributes  respecting  the  final  desti- 
nies of  men.  Our  knowled^  of  the  divine  attributes  must  ever  be 
imperfect,  and  conclusions  drawn  from  what  we  know  of  them, 
must  be  as  uncertain  as  our  knowledge  of  the  premises  is  defect- 
ive. The  attributes  do  not  assure  us  of  endless  existencey  much 
less  of  endless  happiness.  Moreover,  we  can  only  know  what  is,  or 
is  not  consistent  with  the  divine  attributes,  by  God^s  revelations  in 
nature  and  the  Bible.  But  a  thousand  facts  prove  that  the  exis- 
tence of  sin  and  misery  is  consistent  with  the  divine  attributes, 
because  sin  and  misery  do  exist ;  and  the  same  palpable  fact  is 
taught  by  revelation.  The  argument  from  the  attributes,  there- 
fore, is  rather  against^  than  for  the  final  holiness  and  happiness 
of  all  men  ]  and  the  gentleman's  deductions  from  this  source  are 
clearly  fallacious. 

The  other  method  by  which  I  have  replied  to,  and  refuted  many 
of  Mr.  Austin's  afilrmative  proofs,  is  found  in  my  speech  on  the 
government  of  God,  where  i  have  shown  how  inconsistent  Uni- 
versalism is,  with  the  principles  and  plan  of  the  divine  adminis- 
tration. To  get  rid  of  hell,  my  friend  adopts  a  system  of  govern- 
ment which  annihilates  heaven,  and  leaves  man  without  a  moral 
character  adapted  to  either.  The  gentleman  has  made  no  formal 
reply  to  either  of  these  arguments,  and  so  far  as  I  fecollect,  has 
scarcely  alluded  to  what  i  have  presented  on  the  divine  govern- 
ment. And  thus  he  tacitly  admits  the  incontrovertible  soundness 
of  these  views. 
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Orer  and  above  all  this,  I  have  adduced  a  number  of  negative 
arguments,  which  aione,  are  sufficient  to  oTerthrow  the  position 
for  which  Mr.  Austin  contends  here,  setting  everythinflr  else  aside. 

My  first  negative  proof  is,  that  Universalism  makes  sin  the 
unavoidable  result  of  the  physical  constitution  of  man,  and  thus 
denies  the  existence  of  tia  as  a  moral  evily  by  making  it  flow  from 
a  physical  cause.  To  sustain  this,  1  have  quoted  the  leading 
authorities  of  Universalism,  and  the  language  of  the  gentleman 
himself.  The  manner  in  which  the  gentleman  attempts  to  ex- 
tricate himself  from  this  difficulty,  only  involves  him  the  more 
deeply.  The  language  quoted  from  Mr.  Austin,  is — that  sin 
«<  proceeds  from  our  bodily  or  animal  nature,  which  exists  in  this 
li|»."  In  reply,  he  explains  by  saying,  ^*a//  sin  is  the  effect 
of  the  clamoring  of  some  animal  propensity  or  passion  for  im- 
proper gratification."  What  is  this  but  bringing  one  absurdity 
to  expuun  and  support  another ;  or  the  same  absurdity  in  differ- 
ent language,  to  explain  and  support  itself?  All  sin  is  resolved 
into  the  effect  of  animal  promptings :  hence,  all  sin  is  the  efllect  of 
a  physical  cause.  From  this  it  would  follow,  without  the  body, 
we  should  be  incapable  of  sin,  and  possess  no  moral  character. 
Such  is  Universalism.  ^Iy  next  negative  ar^ment  is,  that  the 
gentlcman^s  theory  makes  God  the  author  of  all  sin.  I  have  sus- 
tained this,  by  quotations  from  Ballon,  Thomas,  Rogers  and  oth- 
ers, who  say  in  so  many  words,  that  man  acts  under  divine  im- 
puises,  and  "  moves  by  necessity. ^^  Besides  this,  nearly  everjr  po- 
sition Mr.  Austin  has  taken  on  this  question,  connects  with  it, 
unavoidably,  the  same  conclusion.  There  is  no  one  feature  of 
my  friend^s  theory,  as  he  has  explained  it  in  this  debate,  more 
prominent  than  this — it  makes  God  the  only  responsible  agent  in 
the  universe.  The  gentleman  has^  here  and  there,  entered  a  dis- 
claimer, but  it  is  of  no  use,  so  long  as  he  clings  to  premises  which 
necessarily  draw  after  them  such  consequents,  cut  to  renounce 
these  premises,  would  be  to  renounce  Universalism. 

Another  opposing  proposition  laid  down,  is,  that  there  is  no  sal* 
vation  in  Universalism.  This  follows  from  the  declarations  of 
leading  Universalists — from  the  defimitions  given  of  salvation  by 
Mr.  Austin — from  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  system  to 
which  I  stand  opposed.  The  gentleman^s  boasting  on  the  subject 
of  Universal  salvation,  is  mere  cant — ^there  is  really  not  a  particle 
of  salvation  in  his  theory.  This  is  perfectly  understood  by  all 
intelligent  Universalists. 

I  have  also  sustained,  against  Mr.  Austin^s  system,  the  charge 
of  materialism.  This  I  have  not  done  by  far-fetched  inferences, 
from  obscure  declarations — but  from  positive  testimony,  drawn 
from  leading  writers  on  Universalism,  and  from  the  positions  ta- 
ken by  my  friend  and  others,  in  sustaining  their  favorite  deduc- 
tions. I  declare  to  you,  I  do  not  understand  how  a  man  can  be 
a  consistent  Universalist,  without  being  a  iQaterialist.  All  m 
18 
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originates  with  the  body — all  sin  dies  with  the  body — and  there 
is  no  future  life  and  immortality,  except  tchat  rues  from  the  dead 
at  the  general  resurrection — ^together  with  positive  declarations 
that  min  has  no  immortal  soul,  are  among  the  proofs  I  have  giren 
on  this  subject,  from  the  writings  of  Universalists.  My  friend  has 
exhibited  great  sensitiveness  whenever  I  have  shown  the  affinity 
between  Universalism  and  Infidelity.  But  it  is  of  no  use,  he  may 
as  well  keep  cool.  The  relationship  is  so  intimate,  that  any  flut- 
tering on  the  part  of  the  gentleman,  will  only  prove  he  is  aware 
of  the  fact,  and  feels  the  awkwardness  of  his  position.  Univer* 
tialism  is  materialism — that  is,  it  is  a  species  of  Infidelity. 

I  have  also  shown,  that  Universalism  denies  the  doctrine  of 
future  retribution.  There  is  nothing  in  the  books  written  in  sup- 
port of  Universalism  more  clearly  taught  than  this.  Mr.  Ballou 
says,  **  the  scriptures  begin  and  end  the  history  of  sin,  in  flesh 
and  blood ;  and  that  beyond  this  mortal  existence,  the  Bible  teaches 
no  other  sentient  state,  but  that  which  is  called  by  the  blessed 
name  of  life  and  immortality y — [Mod.  Hist.  pp.  437,  438.]  Mr. 
Austin's  position  in  this  debate,  on  this  point,  is,  that  Universa- 
lism neither  denies  nor  affirms  future  retribution.  He  has  not  as 
yet  pronounced  a  single  sentence  in  this  discussion*  which  author- 
izes the  supposition  that  he  believes  the  doctrine  of  future  retri- 
bution. And  if  any  such  sentence  shall  be  found  in  his  speeches, 
when  this  debate  appears  in  the  printed  form,  I  wish  it  to  be  re- 
membered that  sucn  sentence,  or  admission,  will  have  been  inter- 
golated — foisted  into  the  debate  after  its  termination.,  (when  I  can 
ave  no  opportunity  to  reply,)  to  avoid  difficulties  in  the  view  of 
the  public,  which  he  has  not  dared  to  meet  here,  and  in  violation 
of  one  of  the  rules  of  agreement,  for  the  government  of  this  dis- 
cussion. Still,  it  is  true,  as  I  have  abundantly  proved,  Univer^ 
salism  denies  the  doctrine  of  future  retribution ;  and  in  this  re- 
spect, is  even  worse  than  some  forms  of  Infidelity. 

I  have  also  introduced,  as  a  negative  argument,  the  fact  that 
Universalism  is  confufed  and  contradictory  in  its  proofs.  I  gave 
many  instances  in  which  this  confusion  and  contradiction  is  most 
palpable  in  their  writings.  I  also  advertised  you  that  Mr.  Aus- 
tin would  give  practical  illustrations  of  the  fact  set  forth.  I  must 
confess  that  in  this  respect,  my  expectations  have  been  more  than 
realized.  Such  absurdities  and  contradictions  I  never  expected  to 
hear  from  any  living  man,  setting  himself  up  as  a  teacher,  and 
claiming  a  reasonable  share  of  common  sense.  He  has  taught 
us — punishment  is  a  penal  retribution,  and  yet  a  means  of  salva- 
tion— that  man  was  made  subject  to  vanity  not  willingly,  yet  not 
against  his  will — that  God  punishes  all,  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
deserts,  and  yet  does  just  as  a  good  earthly  father  would,  had  he 
infinite  wisdom  and  power — ^that  punishment  is  in  no  sense  an 
evil,  yet  a  strong  motive  to  deter  from  sin — that  the  human  will 
is  free,  and  yet  a  particular  result  must  be  arrived  at  in  every  com 
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— that  God*8  will  is  absolute,  and  yet  does  not  bind  man's  will — 
that  men  were  never  lost  in  their  final  statfy  and  yet  will  all  be 
saved  in  their  final  state,  because  Christ  came  to  seek  and  to  save 
that  which  was  lost — that  sin  is  the  effect  of  a  physical  cause,  and 
yet  a  moral  evil,  &c.,  &c.  But  time  would  fail  me  to  mention  half 
the  instances  of  a  similar  nature.  One  cannot  examine  the  con- 
fusion and  contradiction  between  different  writers  on  this  subject, 
and  the  frequent  contradictions  of  himself  by  the  same  advocate 
of  Universalism,  without  being  strongly  reminded  of  Babel,  and 
the  confusion  of  tongues,  as  described  by  Du  Bartas,  a  French 
poet: 

***  Bring  me/  qnotb  ooe,  *  a  trowel  I  quickly,  quick.' 

One  brings  him  up  a  hammer.    *  Bew  Uiis  brick,' 

Another  bids,  and  then  they  cleave  a  tree. 

*Make  fast  this  rope,'  and  then  they  let  it  flee. 

One  calls  for  planks,  another  mortar  lacks — 

They  bear  the  first  a  stone,  the  last  an  axe. 

One  would  hare  spikes,  and  him  a  spade  they  gira ; 

Another  lacks  a  saw,  and  gets  a  sieve. 

Thus  croasly  crost,  they  prate  and  point  in  vain  ; 

What  one  has  made,  another  mars  again." 

This  confusion  and  contradiction  not  only  refutes  Universalism, 
hut  affords  sufficient  ground  for  doubting  whether  there  are  any 
sound  and  correct  reasoners  among  the  supporters  of  that  theory. 
That  now  and  then  one  may  have  remained  with  them  for  a  time, 
may  perhaps  be  true,  but  such  have  generally  left,  on  ascertain- 
ing the  utter  impossibility  of  sustaining  their  system  in  harmony 
with  scripture  and  sound  reason.  Some  have  returned  to  the 
ranks  of  the  orthodox,  and  become  ^ood,  consistent  Christians. 
But  others,  who  embraced  Universalism  because  it  is  the  lowest 
potuble  form  of  religion,  and  therefore  congenial  to  the  feelings 
of  a  wicked  heart,  on  finding  there  was  no  choice  between  re- 
nouncing Universalism,  and  giving  up  all  correct  modes  of 
thought  and  argument,  have  taken  the  last  downward  step^  and 
embraced  open  Infidelity ;  verifying  the  concluding  lines  of  Du 
Bartas: 

**  These  masons,  then,  seeing  the  storm  arrived 
Of  God's  just  wrath,  all  weak  and  heart  deprived, 
Forsake  their  purpose,  and  like  frantic  fools. 
Scatter  their  stuff,  and  tumble  down  their  tools." 

I  have  also  shown  as  a  negative  proof,  that  the  scriptures  usu- 
ally adduced  to  prove  Universalism,  do  not  teach  that  dogma,  and 
that  they  are  only  pressed  into  this  service  by  a  species  of  ledger- 
demain,  or  a  sleight  of  hand  process,  which  destroys  their  con- 
nection and  perverts  their  meaning.  I  have  not  mentioned  every 
passage,  yet  I  have  given  a  particular  consideration  to  those  most 
depended  on  in  the  argument.    These  scriptures  not  only  do  not 
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teaeh  Uniyerealism,  but  they  really  set  forth,  in  a  forcible  manner, 
the  contrary  sentiment. 

Finally,  my  eighth  and  last  negative  argument  is,  that  Univer- 
salism  is  of  recent  origin — unknown  until  within  about  fifty  years 
past.  I  speak  of  the  system  of  Universalism  as  taught  by  Mr. 
Austin.  It  was  unknown  to  the  ancients.  Only  a  single  feature 
of  it  was  held  by  any  acknowledged  Christian,  until  about  the 
time  Mr.  Ballou  commenced  his  career.  And  even  Murray  re- 
garded the  system  which  Mr.  Austin  teaches,  in  the  light  of  Infi- 
delity. This  subject  has  been  sufficiently  explained  elsewhere, 
and  need  not  be  dwelt  on  here. 

Having  now  finished  my  review  of  the  course  of  armament  pur- 
sued, I  will  employ  the  remainder  of  my  time  in  noticing  a  few 
points  which  claim  a  passing  remark. 

Mr.  Austin  says  men  learn  to  curse  and  damn  from  the  pulpit. 
Let  me  ask  him  where  Universalists  learn  to  curse  and  damn  ? 

Mr.  Austin. — From  the  same  place — the  orthodox  pulpit. 

Mr.  Holmes. — If  the  gentleman  refers  to  the  Universalist  pul- 

git,  I  will  not  dispute  him.  That  is  the  only  place  where  they 
ear  professedly  religious  men  trifle  with  the  fearful  name  of  God, 
and  those  awful  subjects  revealed  in  his  word.  A  minister  of  the 
gospel,  of  my  acquaintance,  not  long  since  reproved  a  man  for 
prolanity :  the  swearer  replied,  that  "  he  was  not  afraid  of  God,*' 
and  in  farther  conversation,  announced  himself  a  Universalist. 

Mr.  Austin. — Will  my  brother  give  the  author  of  this  anec- 
dote. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  will.    It  was  the  Kev.  John  Davison. 

Mr.  Austin. — I  do  not  believe  a  word  of  it. 

'  Mr.  Holmes. — It  is  a  matter  of  perfect  indifference  to  me 
,  whether  the  gentlemen  believes  it  or  not.  That  he  should  difbe^ 
lieve,  is  not  strange — it  is  a  characteristic  of  his  theology.  Thi* 
swearer  was  **  not  afraid  of  God."  In  this,  he  acted  on  the  in- 
struction prominently  set  forth  by  Mr.  Austin  in  his  "Voice  to 
Youth,"  where  he  exhorts  young  men  to  throw  off  fear — tells  them 
it  is  degrading  to  allow  their  minds  to  be  affected  by  fear — thus 
comine  in  direct  opposition  to  the  Bible,  which  declares,  ^^  the 
fear  of  the  Lord  is  the  beeinninfir  of  wisdom."  No  wonder  that 
young  men  who  listen  to  the  teacnings  of  Universalists,  should  go 
cursing  about  our  streets. 

Mr.  Austin  has  frequently  spoken  of  the  spnpathy  he  had  for 
the  pitiable  condition  of  his  opponent — of  being  grieved  for  him, 
and  so  on.  To  this  I  have  made  no  allusion  until  now,  because 
I  supposed  everybody  understood  the  language  as  a  proof  of  his 
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insincerity,  and  intended,  on  his  part,  to  divert  attention  from  hia 
own  difficulties.  I  have  also  regarded  the  language  as  not  merely 
ridicalou^j  but  contemptible  ;  hence,  a  formal  reply  from  me  would 
require  a  species  of  degradation  to  which  I  coulJ  not  submit.  I 
have  not  allowed  myself  to  use  such  language  towards  the  gen- 
tleman, for  two  reasons.  First,  it  would  have  been  ungentleman- 
Iv,  and  therefore  improper— and  secondly,  I  believed,  and  still  do, 
that  he  knows  better  than  to  advocate  such  absurd  and  inconsist- 
ent views  as  he  has  presented  here.  His  opposition  to  truth  is 
stubborn  and  willful :  hence  he  is  more  properly  a  subject  of  cen- 
sure than  of  sympathy. 

Mr.  Austin  has  attempted  to  make  capital  out  of  the  doings  of 
the  World's  Convention.  That  Universalists  should  be  excluded 
from  a  seat  in  that  convention,  is  certainly  rather  significant,  and 
might  well  be  supposed  to  stir  up  the  gentleman's  ire.  But  when 
he  represents  that  there  was  a  strong  sympathy  for  Universalism 
in  the  convention,  he  wholly  misrepresents  the  facts  in  the  case. 
I  am  prepared  to  state,  on  the  authority  of  the  published  proceed- 
ings of  that  convention,  and  the  testimony  of  some  of  its  promi- 
nent members,  that  no  opposition  was  made  to  the  adoption  of 
that  article  of  religion,  which  recognized  the  eternity  of  future  re- 
wards and  punishments,  on  account  of  disbelief  of  the  doctrine  it 
contained.  Only  one  member  (out  of  1200)  left  the  convention, 
and  he  declared  his  belief  of  the  doctrine  embraced  in  the  articlei 
and  placed  his  withdrawal  on  other  pounds. 

I  nave  endeavored  as  far  as  my  ability  would  allow,  consider- 
ing the  circumstances  in  which  I  have  been  placed,  to  conduct 
the  discussion  of  this  question,  on  fair  logical  principles.  I  am 
not  aware  that  I  have  reasoned  fallaciously.  Though  it  has  been 
impossible  to  reply  to  everything  that  has  been  said  by  the  gen- 
tleman of  the  opposite  side,  yet  I  have  answered  his  arguments, 
I  trust  in  a  satisfactory  manner,  and  have  done  all  that  my  time 
wonld  allow,  in  considering  incidental  matters.  I  have  spoken 
for  the  most  part  extemporaneously,  but  any  inaccuracies  in  my 
cq;>eeches  as  delivered,  will,  I  hope,  be  corrected  in  the  printed 
copy.  I  have  made  no  effort  to  keep  pace  with  Mr.  Austin  in  the 
quantity  of  verbiage.  I  have  been  more  intent  upon  having  my 
arguments  understood,  than  upon  multiplying  words.  My  mend 
has  placed  great  stress  upon  words,  in  the  way  of  emphasis,  and 
it  is  very  likely  those  words  and  sentences  will  be  published  in 
large  capitals.  But  1  wish  the  audience  and  public  to  understand, 
that  a  disputant  never  adopts  such  a  method  to  strengthen  his  ar- 

furaents,  unless  conscious  that  they  are  deficient  in  intrinsic  merit, 
need  not  inform  you  that  words  in  capitals  mean  no  more  than 
when  printed  in  type  of  the  ordinary  size.  The  gentleman  has 
displayed  much  tact  and  ingenuity  m  the  management  of  a  bad 
cause,  but  I  am  confident  that  ho  man  of  intelligence  and  candor 
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can  read  his  composition,  without  seeing  that  the  thread  qfhu  ver* 
bosity,  is  much  finer  than  the  staple  of  his  argument. 

I  wish  farther  to  remark,  though  I  cannot  be  suspected  of  bar- 
ing entertained  much  love  for  Universalism  for  many  years  past, 
yet  I  never  realized  so  fully  as  now,  the  false  and  dangerous  char- 
acter of  this  theory.  Such  are  my  views  of  the  system,  that  I 
declare  to  jrou,  if  1  believed  it  with  sufficient  firmness  to  risk  my 
own  salvation  upon  its  virtue,  I  would  not  preach  it  to  others. 
I  would  not  induce  my  fellow  man  to  trifie  with  his  immortal  in- 
terests, by  recommending  such  a  trust  to  his  attention.  I  admire 
the  judgment  of  a  Universalist  in  Pennsylvania,  who,  after  preach- 
ing some  years,  came  to  the  following  conclusion :  If  Universal- 
ism  be  true,  it  is  not  necessary  I  snould  preach  it  any  longer, 
since  all  will  be  saved  without  preaching,  as  well  as  with  it.  If 
it  be  not  true,  I  am  not  willing  to  bear  the  responsibility  of  indu- 
cing men  to  believe,  and  trust  in  it  Carrying  out  these  excellent 
thoughts,  he  abandoned  preaching,  and  chose  the  profession  of 
law.  Would  to  heaven  that  every  Universalist  preacher  was 
wise  enough  to  copy  his  example. 

Ma.  Austin. — Name  him. 

Mr.  Holmes. — The  name  I  do  not  recollect,  and  it  would  be 
improper  to  mention  it  here,  were  it  otherwise.  The  fact,  however, 
is  beyond  dispute. 

Christians,  who  have  attended  this  debate — as  you  go  from  this 
place,  I  hope  you  may  carry  with  you  increasing  confidence  in 
our  holy  religion.  If  you  have  appreciated  my  arguments,  you 
will  go  from  this  place,  not  to  hate  Universahsts,  but  to  regret 
that  talents  and  influence  worthy  a  better  cause,  are  prostituted 
in  support  of  a  theory  so  false,  unholy  and  dangerous.  Show  by 
your  conduct  to  your  Universalist  neighbors,  that  you  have  a  bet- 
ter system — a  system  which  yields  a  present  salvation — the  par- 
don of  sin — ^the  witness  of  the  Spirit— purity  of  heart — holiness 
of  life — and  an  inward  pledge  of  everlasting  glory.  Though 
some  sharp  things  have  psJssed  between  the  disputants  oYi  this  oc- 
casion, yet  I  have  generally  been  treated  with  courtesy,  and  I 
would  reciprocate  the  kind  feeling  manifested  by  those  who  differ 
from  me.  And  how  can  I  do  this  better,  than  by  offering  them 
that  gospel  which  I  preach,  that  religion  which  I  enjoy  *?  This 
I  now  do,  in  all  honesty  and  godly  sincerity.  And  think  it  not 
an  evidence  of  weakness,  if  I  exhibit  some  emotion.  I  am  not 
ashamed  to  be  moved  on  a  subject  of  such  high  ipoment.  I  re- 
gard you  in  imminent  peril :  nothing  will  save  you  but  the  ato- 
ning, all-cleansing  blood  of  Christ,  applied  by  faith,  in  the  pardon 
and  regeneration  of  your  souls.  This  alone  will  sustain  you  in 
the  hour  of  final  trial  and  final  judgment.  I  offer  you  to-day, 
through  Christ,  a  present,  full,  and  free  salvation.  As  to  my  op- 
ponent, I  will  say  most  distinctly  and  emphatically,  I  entertain 
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no  ill-will  towards  him.  Notwithstanding  the  many  hard  and 
hitter  words  he  has  pronounced,  God  knows  how  gladly  I  would 
lead  him  to  the  throne  of  grace,  where  ^in  is  forgiven — to  that 
Savior  whose  mercy  he  rejects,  and  whose  blood  he  counts  a  com- 
mon thing.  I  may  never  have  the  pleasure  of  knowing  that  he 
has  embraced  Christ  crucified  as  the  ground  of  his  hope  of  final 
salvation,  yet  I  hee  leave  to  assure  him  of  my  ardent  desire,  that 
he  may  renounce  his  error,  before  it  shall  prove  his  utter  ruin.  — 
[  Time  expired. 
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THIRD  QUESTION. 


W  TBERE  SUFFICIENT  EVIDENCE  FOR  BELIEVING  THAT  ANT 

PART  OF  THE  HUMAN  FAMILY  WILL  SUFFER  BN]>- 

LESS  MISERY  IN  A  FUTURE  STATE  Y 


[MR.   HOLMCS'   FIRST  SPEECH.] 

Messrs.  Moderators: — In  opening  the  discussion  on  the  third 
c|ue8tion,  J  have  to  express  my  consciousness  of  inability  to  do 
justice  to  the  fearful  truth  involved.  And  I  doubt  not,  I  should 
feel  the  same  sense  of  inability,  were  my  knowledge  much  more 
extensive,  and  could  I  claim  a  much  larger  share  of  intellectual 
power,  than  has  fallen  to  my  lot. 

I  have  not,  thus  far,  conducted  this  discussion  in  the  spirit  of 
vanity  and  self-confidence,  and  I  hope  I  shall  still  be  able  to  pre- 
serve that  modesty  of  pretension,  and  feeling  of  dependence  on 
God,  without  which  I  should  not  deserve  success. 

There  is  one  peculiarity  connected  with  this  debate  thus  far,  as 
relates  to  the  course  pursued  by  my  friend  of  the  other  side,  to 
which  I  beg  leave  to  call  the  attention  of  my  auditors.  He  has 
studiously  avoided  a  frank  and  manly  avowal  of  his  views  of  a 
number  of  important  subjects,  intimately  connected  with  the  merits 
of  this  discussion.  I  was  aware  he  would  do  this  beforehand. 
Universalist  champions  always  have  taken  this  course ;  hence, 
reasoning  from  analogy,  (which  is  always  a  safe  method  of  argu- 
mentation,) it  was  natural  and  fair  to  presume  that  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  me  in  this  debate,  would  adopt  the  same  policy.  In 
this  I  have  not  been  mistaken.  I  determined,  from  the  first,  to  give 
him  an  early  opportunity  to  explain  his  views  on  the  points  abovA 
referred  to,  but  in  every  instance  he  has  either  passed  on  without 
reply,  or  dismissed  the  subject,  with  a  careless  and  indefinite  re- 
mark. 

On  the  first  question,  I  asked  him  to  tell  me  when,  where  and 
how  men  are  punished  all  their  sins  deserve — whether  it  is  all  ef- 
fected in  this  world,  or  whether  God  inflicts  positive  punishment  in 
another  world,  upon  those  who  die  without  repentance  and  refor- 
mation. But  I  could  get  no  satisfactory  answer.  Sometimes, 
when  pressed  with  difiiculties,  he  has  dropped  a  remark  which 
seemed  to  indicate  a  belief  in  future  punishment ;  but  when  I  have 
taken  up  the  seeming  admission,  and  pressed  him  with  the  una- 
voidable consequences,  he  has  entered  his  disclaimer  in  an  indirect 


y  Google 


418 


HOLMES    FIRST  SfEECH 


and  indefinite  way,  and  again  left  the  whole  suhject  in  a  loose  and 
undefined  state.  And  yet  he  would  have  us  believe  there  is 
— there  can  be,  no  mistake  about  this  matter.  God  will  fit  all 
for  heaven,  by  punishing  them  to  the  full  extent  of  their  deserts. 
Punishment,  he  tells  us,  is  a  means  of  salvation ;  and  why  should 
men  be  delivered  from  that  which  is  intended  to  save  them  ?  Not 
to  dwell  now  upon  the  absurd  notion  that  salvation  flows  from  pe- 
nal inflictions,  we  ask.  why  should  a  man  give  himself  any  con- 
cern in  regard  to  that  which  is  incapable  ol  definition  or  descrip- 
tion ?  What  do  I  care,  what  does  any  body  care,  for  an  assertioa 
that  an  event  will  occur,  if,  after  all,  we  may  have  no  reliable  in- 
formation respecting  it — we  may  know  neither  what  the  event  is, 
nor  when,  where,  or  how  it  will  be  efiected  ?  In  this  condition  the 
gentleman  has  left  the  first  question. 

On  the  second  question,  I  asked  my  opponent  to  tell  me  what 
he  wished  to  be  understood  by  salvation — whether  men  would,  or 
could  have  been  holy  and  happy,  without  Christ  and  his  gospel — 
whether  salvation  is  confined  to  this  life,  or  may  be  effected  in  an- 
other world,  in  cases  where  the  sinner  lives  and  dies  in  sin,  and  in 
rejection  of  the  offers  of  mercy — in  short,  when,  where^  and  Aotr, 
all  men  are  to  be  made  holy  and  happy  ?  And  here,  too,  the  gen- 
tleman is  mum.  Why  is  this?  He  has  talked  considerably  of 
deep  water ;  and  yet,  when  the  oar  is  put  into  his  hand,  and  the 
direction  he  should  take  cleat ly  indicated,  he  stubbornly  refuses  to 

^  Posh  his  light  shallop  from  the  shors." 

It  is  most  evident,  the  gentleman  dreads  the  danger  and  respon- 
sibility of  an  attempt  to  guide  his  bark  between  Scylla  and  Cha- 
rybdis.  What  motive  can  I  have  to  seek  salvation,  unless  I  can 
know  what  it  is,  and  where  to  find  it?  A  punishment  wholly  in- 
definite as  to  nature,  time  and  place — and  a  salvation  that  cannot 
be  explained  or  found,  can  furnish  no  motives  tu  avoid  the  one,  or 
pursue  the  other. 

I  defined  the  terms  of  the  first  question,  taking  up  each  word 
separately,  and  giving  its  signification,  and  thus  threw  myself 
frankly  and  fearlessly  uuon  the  merits  of  the  question  to  sustain 
me.  Did  my  friend  do  this  on  his  question  ?  I  did  it  voluntarily ; 
but  he  has  refused  to  do  it,  though  his  attention  has  been  repeat- 
edly called  to  the  subject  I  am  not  disappointed  in  the  course 
pursued  thus  far — it  is  what  I  expected  ;  hence,  I  do  not  allude  to 
It  by  way  of  complaint.  The  advocate  must  do  as  well  as  he  can 
for  his  client,  and  when  he  is  engaged  in  defence  of  a  bad  cai^e, 
his  only  hope  of  success  is  in  artifice,  sophistry,  and  special  plead- 
ing. My  only  object  in  alluding  to  these  things,  is,  that  the 
audience  and  public  may  understand*  the  character  of  Universalism» 
from  the  strange  freaks  exhibited  in  the  gentleman's  lo^ic,  the 
straits  to  which  he  is  reduced,  and  the  fantastic  tricks  he  is  ot)li- 
p.^A  •*  -^-^  oflfi  in  order  to  maintain  his  position. 
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Please  attend  to  another  point,  viz :  the  disadrantage  under 
which  I  appear  before  you  on  this  question,  especially  on  account 
of  the  state  of  the  hunrian  heart.  My  friend  has  frequently  appeal- 
ed to  vour  sympathies,  and  assured  you  that  your  hearts  are  in  fa- 
vor of  his  doctrine.  Unless  your  hearts  hare  been  touched  by 
grace,  and  you  have  been  made  to  feel  the  exceeding  sinfulness  of 
sin,  I  have  reason  to  fear  there  is  much  truth  in  his  assurance.  I 
have  no  doubt,  Mr.  Austin,  and  those  .associated  with  him,  and 
thousands  who  are  not  known  as  Universalists,  do,  as  he  says, 
hate  and  abhor  the  principles  for  which  I  contend,  and  specially 
the  doctrine  now  under  consideration.  How  can  I  doubt  it? 
since  St  Paul  says  the  carnal  mind  is  enmity  against  God — ^is  not 
subject  to  his  law,  neither  indeed  can  be.  And  another  scripture 
declares — "  The  heart  is  deceitful  above  all  things,  and  desperately 
wicked.'*  Now,  it  is  that  same  law  referred  to  by  St.  Paul  as  being 
opposed  by  the  carnal  mind,  for  which  I  am  contending  here.  He 
says  the  carnal  mind  (the  natural,  unregenerate  heart.)  is  opposed 
to  it.  My  friend.  Mr.  Austin,  says  the  same;  and  the  desperate 
effort  he  has  made,  during  this  discussion,  thus  far,  is  a  sufficient 
illustration  of  the  other  passa«;e.  And  this  is,  by  no  means,  a 
strange  thing.  I  have  no  doubt,  that  the  gentleman  might  collect 
a  congregation  in  any  of  our  cities,  or  populous  towns,  and  deliv- 
er them  a  Deistical  or  Atheistical  lecture,  and  then  appeal  to  them 
in  confidence  that  he  would  be  answered  with  thundering  applause, 
gentlemen,  your  hearts  are  in  favor  of  my  doctrine. 

Robespierre  and  his  infamous  coadjutors  beheaded  the  Priests 
of  France,  denied  the  existence  of  Goid,  declared  death  an  eternal 
sleep,  overturned  the  altars  of  religion,  converted  the  temples  of 
Christianity  into  halls  of  infidel  blasphemy,  set  up  a  woman  of  ill 
fame  as  the  representative  of  their  Goddess — Reason  ;  and  then 
they  could  appeal  to  the  multitude,  and  sa^,  with  no  danger  of  be- 
ing disputed,  gentlemen,  your  hearts  are  in  favor  of  our  doctrine. 

A  few  years  since,  French  infidelity  paid  us  a  visit  in  petticoats, 
in  the  person  of  Fanny  Wright  She  was  associated  with  Robert 
Dale  Owen,  and  supported  by  the  presence  of  Mr.  Ballou,and  oth- 
er prominent  Universalists.  She  collected  large  assemblies  in  Bos- 
ton, New  York,  and  other  cities,  and  handed  out  to  them  her  abom-^ 
inable  and  licentious  principles;  and  the  clapping  of  hands,  and 
stamping  of  feet,  proved  that  their  ^art^  were  in  favor  of  her  doc- 
trines. 

It  was  the  testimony  of  Almighty  God,  respecting  the  antedilu- 
vians, that  every  imagination  ofthe  thoughts  of  their  heart,  **  was 
only  evil,  continually."  And  he  sent  Noah  to  preach  to  them,  but 
their  hearts  were  not  in  favor  of  his  doctrine.  I  must  suppose,  if 
my  friend,  Mr.  Austin,  had  been  there  as  a  preacher,  he  would 
liave  come  directly  in  contact  with  old  Noah.  Had  he  been  there, 
he  would  doubtless  have  said — this  notion  of  the  general  and /no/ 
destruction  of  this  generation  from  the  face  of  the  earth,  must  be 
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false — it  contradicts  the  intention^  desire^  pleasure,  love,  merqf, 
justice  tind  foreknowledge  of  God.  Moreover,  is  not  God  the  Fa- 
ther of  us  all  ?  And  would  our  kind  and  merciful  Father  treat  bis 
erring  children  in  this  way  ?  Besides,  did  not  God  foreknow  what 
we  would  be  ?  Why  then  punish  us  for  what  he  foreknew  would 
happen  ?  How  much  better  to  have  left  us  in  the  unconscious 
sleep  of  Bon-entity.  Why !  oh  why  ! !  compel  us  to  live  for  srcH 
A  DOOM?  No,  no,  this  doraia  is  not  true;  your  hearts  ^^ abhor 
and  detest  it ;  my  view  of  ibe  subject  must  be  correct,  for  your 
hearts  are  in  favor  of  my  doctrine.  Or  instead  of  this,  if  tiie  gen- 
tleman had  been  there  to  sa^  to  them,  as  he  has  said  to  us  here — 
your  punishment,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  in  no  9ense  an  evil — it  is 
a  wholesome  medicine  to  cure  your  disease,  and  though  the  deluge 
come,  and  you  are  all  destroyed,  it  will  be  but  the  commencement 
of  a  course  of  salutary  discipline,  through  which  you  will  gradu- 
ate to  glory ;  no  doubt,  their  /learts  would  have  been  in  favor  of 
his  doctrine. 

Messrs.  Moderators,  I  speak  the  truth  in  Christ,  and  lie  not,  my 
conscience  also  bearing  me  witness ;  could  I  claim  the  suffrage  of 
the  world*6  heart  for  my  doctrine,  m^  confidence  in  it,  would  cease 
from  this  hour.    The  whole  world  is  guilty,  and  in  a  state  of  re- 
hellion  against  God;  and  who  does  not  know  how  difficult  it  is  to 
reconcile  rebels  to  the  laws  and  claims  of  the  government  to  which 
'  ^y  stand  opposed.    But,  though  I  may  not  claim  the  suffrage  of 
world's  heart,  I  do  claim  the  suffrage  of  the  world's  conscience. 
Kience,  when  not  violated,  silenced,  crushed,  by  the  wicked- 
of  the  heart,  and  the  false  reasonings  of  men,  always  gives 
lecisions  in  conformity  to  the  truth  of  God.    We  have  both  a 
I  and  illustration  of  this,  in  the  case  of  Felix.     Paul  reasoned 
did  not  tell  him  God  was  about  to  give  him  a  dose  of  whole- 
medicine  to  cure  his  licentiousness.    He  **  reasoned  of  rigbt- 
less,  temperance  and  ol  judgment  to  come.**    Universalists  ne- 
reason  in  this  way.    They  sometimes  talk  of  temperance,  but 
er  of  a  judgement  to  come.    Feli.\  trembled.    Conscience  was 
ised ;  the  voice  of  God  within,  responded  to  the  voice  of  God 
without,  and  he  trembled.    But  alas  for  him,  his  heart  was  not  in 
favor  of  the  doctrine  preached  by  Paul,  and  he  said — **  Go  thy 
way  for  this  time,  when  I  have  a  more  convenient  season,  J  will 
call  for  thee."    Conscience  has  kept  the  doctrine  of  future  retribu- 
tioii  alive  amongst  the  heathen,  while  almost  every  thing  depen- 
dent on  the  mere  deductions  of  reason,  (of  a  religious  nature,)  has 
perished  from  their  midst,  or  been  variously  corrupted.    Con- 
science now  often  causes  the  Universal i!(t  to  tremble  as  he  ap- 
proaches the  hour  of  dissolution,  and  reflects  upon  the  insecurity 
of  his  foundation,  while  resting  his  hopes  of  heaven  upon  a  doc- 
trine so  loved  by  the  corrupt  and  selfish  heart.    Mr.  Austin  is 
welcome  to  the  world's  heart  j  I  feci  myself  belter  supported  by 
the  heart  of  the  trui  Christian^  and  the  conscience  of  the  sinner. 
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Nevertheless,  if  any  portion  of  this  audience  iind  their  hearts  inclined 
to  love  the  g:entleman*8  doctrine,  I  hope  they  will  not  forget  the  dec- 
laration of  Solomon — "  He  that  trusteth  in  his  own  henrt,  i$  a  fool,** 

I  wish  to  remark  further,  that  the  arguments  I  have  to  ofler  on 
this  question,  are  not  addressed  to  the  passions,  but  to  the  intel- 
lect. I  am  aware  that  on  this  account,  as  well  as  on  account  of 
the  natural  disrelish  of  the  heart  for  the  truth  of  jod,  my  cause 
may  suffer  in  the  minds  of  some.  There  are  those  who  can  ne- 
ver be  convinced,  unless  their  passions  are  excited ;  and  then,  if 
a  storm  of  passion  can  be  raised  on  the  other  side,  they  are  rea- 
dy to  be  convinced  back  stgain.  J  have  no  ambition  to  g^in  the 
Buffrages  of  such  minds.  To  address  myself  to  such  minds,  pro- 
viding they  were  here,  would  violate  my  own  taste  and  sense  of 
propriety.  I  love  a  well  framed  argument.  There  is  nothing  I 
admire  more,  than  an  argument  logically  formed,  and  precisely 
expressed,  with  neither  more  nor  less  of  language  than  is  neces- 
sary to  make  it  intelligible.  Hence  I  always  admired  Butler^s 
Analogy,  a  book  which  I  would  earnestly  recommend  to  the  atten- 
tion 01  all  Universalists — especiall j^  to  their  preachers.  I  think 
if  they  would  read  it  three  or  four  times  over,  and  thoroughly  di- 
gest Its  principles,  they  would  scarcely  be  willing  to  continue 
preaching  Universalism.  A  loose  and  random  sort  of  reasoning, 
IS  neither  pleasant  nor  useful  to  an  intelligent  mind. 

I  would  be  willing  to  meet  my  friend  on  this  ground,  viz  :  put 
the  merits  of  our  respective  theories  into  the  form  of  a  single 
syllogism,  and  let  the  whole  result  depend  upon  the  soundness  of 
our  logic.  I  will  assure  the  gentleman,  that  I  would  take  more 
pleasure  in  grappling  and  dissecting  such  an  argument,  than  in 
volumes  of  mere  rhetoric  or  declamation. 

Suppose  I  frame  a  couple  of  syllogisms  adapted  to  this  pur- 
pose.   First  for  Universalism. 

Major. — All  that  a  good  earthly  father  would,  or  could  do,  to 
make  his  children  happy,  he  having  wisdom  and  power  sufficient 
to  give  practical  effect  to  his  benevolent  designs,  that,  God  will 
do  lor  the  whole  human  race,  as  he  is  the  Father  of  all  men,  and 
is  infinite  in  wisdom  and  power. 

Minor. — But  a  good  earthly  father  would  make  his  children 
happy  naWy  this  hour^  M  he  had  wisdom  and  power  equal  to  his 
goodness. 

Conclusion. — Therefore  God  will  make  the  whole  human  fa- 
mily happy  notr,  this  very  hour,  since  his  wisdom  and  power  if 
equal  to  his  goodness. 

Now,  I  will  construct  a  syllogism  for  my  theory. 

Major. — What  a  God  of  holiness,  goodness,  justice,  and  mer- 
cy, can  do,  consistently  with  his  moral  attributes,  the  principles  of 
his  moral  government,  the  accountability  of  man,  and  the  moral  tut* 
pitaie  of  sin,  to  make  his  sinful  and  gmlty  creatures  finally  holv 
and  happy — that  he  will  do. 
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MnroR. — ^But  on  these  principles,  he  can  save  all  who  repent, 
fear  God,  and  work  righteousness,  according  to  the  light  and  ad- 
vantages of  the  dispensation  under  which  they  live. 

Conclusion. — Therefore  he  will  save  forever,  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,  all  who  repent,  fear  God,  and  work  righteousness,  according 
to  the  light  and  advantages  of  the  dispensation  under  which  they  live. 

Here  are  the  two  systems  in  a  nutshell :  and  Mr.  Austin  may  fig- 
ure and  flourish  as  much  as  he  pleases — it  comes  to  just  this,  af- 
ter all,  and  no  more,  and  no  less.  In  the  argument  framed  for 
Universalism,  there  is  no  defect,  unless  it  he  in  the  "  Major  /' 
and  vet  the  conclusion  is  false,  because  it  contradicts  fact.  It  is 
as  plain,  therefore,  as  demonstration  can  make  it,  that  the  "  Ma- 
jor,^^  which  contains  the  essence  of  Universalism,  is  sophistical 
and  false — that  is,  Universalism  is  false.  But  if  my  friend  does 
not  like  the  form  of  this  syllogism,  we  will  give  it  another. 

Major. — A  father  having  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  make 
his  children  happy,  and  yet  allowing  them  to  remain  in  sin  and 
misery,  would  not  (on  the  principles  of  Universalism,)  be  good; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  unfeeling,  and  unkind. 

Minor. — But  God,  though  possessing  not  only  wisdom  and 
«ower,  but  all  possible  penection,  nevertheless  allows  his  chU- 
aren  to  remain  m  sin  and  misery. 

Conclusion. — Therefore,  (on  the  principles  of  Universalism,) 
God  is  not  a  good  father  j  but,  on  the  contrary,  unfeeling,  and 
unkind. 

Now,  if  my  friend  wishes  to  launch  out  and  take  the  sea 
)reezes,  here  is  a  chance  for  him.  According  to  the  principles  of 
Jniversalism,  the  *'  Majof^  and  "  Minor"  terms  of  both  these  syl- 
ogisms  are  sound ;  and  yet  the  conclusion  of  the  first  is  an  a6- 
urdity,  and  of  the  second,  blasphemy.  Let  the  gentleman  dis- 
prove it  if  he  can. 

I  now  approach  the  question  before  us.  It  reads  as  follows  : 
"  Is  there  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  any  part  of  the  Au- 
man  family  will  suffer  endless  misery  in  a  future  state  ?"  A  very 
proper  question  tolbe  considered  here,  is,  what  do  I  mean  by  ena- 
less  misery  ?  Answer :  I  mean  a  state  of  unhappiness,  embra- 
cing two  elements — first,  unhappiness  arising  from  a  sense  of 
loss — secondly,  unhappiness  arising  from  a  consciousness  of  sin 
and  fl^uilt,  and  the  consequent  attitude  sustained  to  God  and  his 
holy  law. 

As  upon  most  other  points,  so  upon  this,  men  have  run  into  ex- 
tremes. One  extreme  is  to  deny  the  whole — the  other  is  to  in- 
vent the  most  extravagant  descriptions  that  can  be  framed  with 
language,  to  set  forth  its  agonies  and  horrors — representing  God 
as  employing  his  wisdom  and  power,  in  inventing  and  executinjg^ 
measures  for  torturing  the  damned.  Into  the  first  extreme  Uni- 
versalism has  fallen — the  other  has  been  reached  by  some  who, 
in  the  main,  take  correct  views  of  the  character  and  government 
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of  God.    By  endless  misery,  I  mean  the  final  perdition  of  the  un- 

Sodly,  or  that  condition  in  the  fatare  state  which  contrasts  with 
le  happiness  of  the  righteous. 

Mr.  Austin  will  probably  treat  us  to  a  great  amount  of  extrav- 
agant composition  on  this  question.  We  have  had  it  to  surfeit- 
ing on  the  other  points  discussed,  but  most  likely,  mere  nothing 
to  what  we  shall  have  on  this.  After  exhausting  his  own  vo- 
cabularyt  he  will  collect  all  the  terrible,  and  horrific  sayings  of 
misguided  or  fanatical  minds  within  his  reach,  and  pour  them  in 
upon  the  audience,  set  off*,  and  rendered  more  horrid,  by  the  most 
bombastic  style  of  figures  and  imagery.     He  will  also,  for  the 

Sarpose  of  pre-occupying  your  minds  with  prejudice,  and  thus 
estroying  the  effect  of  my  arguments,  tell  you  that  I  appear  be- 
fore you  to  convince  you  that  you  will  be  separated  from  your 
husbands  and  wives — from  your  parents  and  children — from 
your  brothers  and  sisters — that  while  jfou  may  be  saved,  those 
you  love  most  dearly,  will  be  plunged  into  hell-fire,  and  roll,  and 
wail,  and  shriek,  in  everlasting  flames.  He  will  do  all  this,  and 
much  more  for  the  purpose  of  exciting  your  minds  with  disgust, 
and  disqualifying  you  to  hear  candidly,  and  weigh  impartially, 
the  chain  of  proofs  I  am  about  to  present  for  your  reflection.  As 
I  intend  to  be  candid  in  my  arguments,  I  asK  a  candid  and  pa- 
tient hearing.  I  am  here  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  maintain 
the  responsioility  of  man  as  to  final  consequences,  and  vindicate 
the  ways  of  God  to  his  moral  subjects.  My  arguments  will  be 
drawn  from  established  principles  and  truths — principles  and 
truths  which  cannot  be  denied,  without  dethronmg  God  as  a 
moral  Governor,  and  changing  entirely  the  whole  constitution  of 
things.  I  shall  not  call  upon  you  to  place  your  dependence  up- 
on visionary  and  fantastic  notions,  but  shall  adopt  well  establish- 
ed predicates,  take  positions  which  are  confirmed  by  your  own 
consciousness,  and  deal  in  facts  which  come  clearly  and  forcibly 
within  the  purview  of  the  human  understanding.  I  intend  to 
avoid  every  thing  like  mere  speculation.  Speculation  would  be 
out  of  place  in  so  grave  a  case  as  this.  It  would  afiford  a  foun- 
dation too  uncertain  and  insecure,  to  give  satisfaction  to  an  hon- 
est and  intelligent  mind.  On  a  subject  of  this  kind,  we  should 
avoid  all  air-built  castles—dispense  with  imagination— dig  deep, 
and  lay  our  foundation  upon  the  rock.  No  course  of  argumen- 
tation should  be  deemed  satisfactory,  which  does  not  go  into  the 
very  heart  of  the  subject — ^take  hold  of  first  principles,  and  trace 
them  out  to  their  legitimate  results.  In  this  way  only,  can  we 
reach  conclusions  on  which  it  will  be  safe  to  depend. 

I  hope,  therefore,  you  will  not  allow  your  minds  to  be  mysti- 
fied, or  in  any  way  disqualified  to  jud^e  impartially,  and  give 
due  consideration  and  weight  to  the  chain  of  logical  and  scriptu- 
ral proofs  i}|kh  s^ch  I  intend  to  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this 
question.  "  IVai^iot  here  to  prove  that  you  will  be  lost,  or 
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that  your  children  will  be  finally  miserable — or  to  prore  Aat 
your  near  and  dear  friends  will  be  separated  from  you  in  the 
final  issue^  and  be  subjects  of  endless  perdition.  Questions  of 
this  kind  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  object  at  which  I  aim. 
That  object  is  the  establishment  of  the  doctrine  of  human  respon- 
sibility, and  the  vindication  of  the  moral  administration  of  God, 
against  the  loose,  indefinite,  and  irresponsible  views  of  Univcr- 
saiism.  The  questions  of  individual  desert,  and  final  destiny,  be- 
long to  God,  and  will  be  decided  by  him  at  the  proper  time  and 
place,  and  according  to  a  rule  of  retribution  sustained  by  the 
etrictest  principles  of  justice  and  eijuity.  it  is  not  my  province  to 
inquire  who  will  experience  the  irremediable  results  of  a  volun- 
tary course  of  sinfulness;  but  whether  the  constitution,  agency, 
and  responsibility  of  man,  and  the  plan  of  the  divine  government 
are  such,  as  to  admit  the  possibility  and  danger  oi  this  issue  in 
regard  to  any— or,  to  use  the  language  of  the  question  again — 
**  is  there  sufficient  evi  lence  for  believing  that  any  part  of  the 
human  family  will  safTer  endless  misery  in  a  future  state  ?"  I 
say  there  is  su/fijient  evidence  for  believing  this.  Mr.  Austin 
says  there  is  not.  Here,  then,  the  issue  between  us,  is  plainly 
and  fairly  joined.  Let  us  now  to  the  proof.  My  first  argument 
in  support  of  the  affirmative  view  of  this  question,  is  based  on 

THE  MORAL  AGENCY  OF  MAN. 

1.  That  man  is  a  moral  a;^ent,  is  evident  from  the  fact  fhat 
God's  government  is  a  moral  government,  adapted  to  display  the 
moral  attributes  of  God — holiness,  goodness,  and  wisdom — which 
attributes  could  not  be  displayed  under  any  other  than  a  moral 
government.  The  subjects  of  a  moral  administration  are  govern- 
ed according  to  the  principles  of  moral  law ;  that  is,  according  to 
the  principles  of  moral  justice.  The  merit  or  demerit  of  mcir 
conduct  is  taken  into  the  account,  in  the  distribution  of  favor  or 
disfavor.  Justice  to  all  concerned,  is  the  ruling  principle  of 
moral  government. 

Moral  government  supposes  moral  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  governed — and  moral  obligation  supposes  the  law  is  reveal- 
'  ed,  and  that  the  subject  possesses  adequate  ability,  and  the  pow- 
er of  choice  in  regard  to  obedience.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
moral  government  necessarily  supposes  the  moral  agency  of 
man  as  a  subject  of  it. 

2.  Man  is  a  moral  agent,  because  such  a  constitution  is  neces- 
sary to  his  happiness.  That  which  we  may  not  choose,  either 
in  its  reception,  or  continuance,  is  not  properly  a  source  of  hap- 
piness. To  deprive  man  of  the  power  of  choice,  is  both  to  free 
nim  from  responsibility,  and  deprive  him  of  the  power  of  happi- 
ness. But  man  was  created  for  happiness,  and  as  the  power  of 
choice  is  essential  to  happiness,  therefore  mypMM^tiBtitated  a 
moral  agent. 
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3.  That  man  is  a  moral  agent,  is  evident  from  consciousness. 
Everjr  man,  according  to  the  light  reflected  upon  the  mind,  is 
conscious  when  he  does  right  or  wrong.  Whence  arises  this 
consciousness,  hut  from  the  fact  that  he  is  a  moral  agent  ? 

There  is  no  force  of  evidence  which  can  disprove  a  man^s  own 
conscioudBess.  Consciousness  is  the  knowleuge  which  the  mind 
has  of  its  own  operations.  In  experiencing  emotions  and  pas- 
sions, the  mind  knows  it  experiences  them.  In  willing  or  exer- 
cising acts  of  causality,  the  mind  knows  it  wills,  or  exercises  such 
acts.  No  proof  can  exceed  this ;  hence,  the  celebrated  Dr.  John- 
son remarks — *^  We  know  the  will  is  free,  and  that  is  enough." 

4.  The  doctrine  of  man^s  moral  agency,  is  confirmed  by  the 
governments,  laws,  and  customs,  of  all  nations,  in  all  ages;  by 
the  standards  of  right  and  wrong,  by  which  moral  character  is 
tested  ;  by  the  approbation  or  disapprobation  which  public  opin- 
ion and  law  visits  upon  men,  according  to  the  vicious  or  virtu- 
ous character  of  their  conduct. 

Indeed,  those  who  in  theory  deny  the  freedom  of  the  will,  do 
nevertheless  in  practice  contradict  their  own  theory.  They 
themselves  act  upon  the  supposition  that  the  will  is  free,  and  are 
always  ready  to  condemn  the  guilty,  and  heap  censures  upon 
those  who  violate  the  rules  of  honesty  and  propriety.  This  is 
proof  that  the  voice  of  consciousness  cannot  be  suppressed,  or 
over-ruled  by  metaphysical  reasoning. 

5.  The  moral  agency  of  man  is  clearly  established  in  the  Bible. 
How  often  has  God  said  to  the  children  of  men,  *^  Do  not  this 
abominable  thing  which  I  hate,"  and  yet  they  did  it.  But  if 
they  did  what  God  hates,  then  he  did  not  decree  their  acts,  and 
they  acted  freely. 

The  Bible  sets  life  and  death  before  men,  and  calls  upon  them 
to  "  choose  this  day  whom  they  will  serve."  Our  Lord  charges 
the  Jews  with  resisting  the  Holy  Ghost — and  the  inhabitants  of 
Jerusalem  resisted  his  will  in  refusing  to  be  gathered. 

From  all  these  considerations,  it  is  a  fact  that  cannot  be  suc- 
cessfully disputed — men  are  moral  and  responsible  agents  under 
the  government  oi  God.  The  general  fact  of  man's  moral  agency 
being  established,  it  will  be  proper  here  to  give  a  more  particular 
definition  of  it. 

He  is  a  moral  agent  who  is  capable  of  performing  moral  ac- 
tions; and  an  action  is  rendered  moral  by  two  circumstances 
— that  it  is  voluntary,  and  that  it  has  respect  to  some  rule  or  law 
which  determines  it  to  be  good  or  evil.  Moral  agency,  therefore, 
supposes  that  the  law  and  its  penalty  are  revealed  to  the  moral 
subject,  and  that  he  has  power  to  obey,  or  disobey,  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  the  consequences  as  Jo  good  or  evil,  which  will 
follow,  according  to  his  course  of  conduct.'  Hence,  says  Locke, 
**  moral  good  and  evil  is  the  conformity  or  disagreement  of  our 
voluntary  actions  to  some  law,  whereby  good  or  evil  is  brought 
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upon  U8  from  the  will  or  power  of  the  law-maker.'^  Such  is  the 
coustitution  of  man  as  a  creature  of  God.  And  as  this  constitu- 
tion was  given  him  to  adapt  him  to  the  law  and  government  of 
God,  hence,  the  consequences  resulting  from  his  conduct,  wheth- 
er for  good  or  evil,  happiness  or  misery,  are  as  ever  during  as 
the  existence  of  man  under  that  Jaw  or  government,  which  con- 
fers its  rewards  or  inflicts  its  penalties,  according  to  the  volunta- 
ry conduct  of  men.  Now,  this  being  the  constitution  of  man,  and 
such  his  liability,  if  no  sinful  act  had  yet  been  committed,  yet  no 
one  could  prove  that  such  act  would  not  be  committed,  and  the 
fearful  consequences  be  incurred.  But,  the  fearful  act  of  rebell- 
ion has  been  committed — the  whole  world  is  under  the  maledic- 
tion of  the  divine  law.  And  as  law  of  itself  knows  nothing  of 
mercy,  hence,  left  to  work  out  its  own  results,  it  inflicts  an  end- 
less curse ;  and  the  same  result  must  follow  where  the  condemned 
•inner  rejects  the  benefit  of  a  restoring  remedy. 

This  argument  may  be  summed  up  thus:  Men  are  moral 
agents.  The  legal  moral  constitution  under  which  they  are  placed, 
secures  life  to  the  obedient,  but  dooms  offenders  to  die.  It  is  the 
office  of  distributive  justice  to  execute  this  penalty,  as  well  as  to 
bestow  the  reward  of  obedience.  In  case  they  are  rewarded,  they 
experience  the  appointed  results  of  their  voluntary  obedience.  In 
case  they  are  punished  with  death,  they  experience  the  appointed 
results  of  their  voluntary  disobedience,  and  are  bound  as  well  by 
their  own  constitution^  as  by  the  natural  force  and  eflfect  of  moral 
law  and  the  nature  of  its  penalty,  to  abide  the  consequences  of 
their  own  acts. 

Before  I  yield  the  floor,  I  wish  to  make  another  call  upon  Mr. 
Austin  to  explain  himself  upon  a  point  involved  in  this  question. 
He  denies  endless  punishment  in  a  future  world.  Does  he  admit 
punishment  in  a  future  world  at  all  ?  Will  the  gentleman  please 
give  his  attention  to  the  following  particulars,  and  favor  us  with  a 
specific  answer.  First :  does  he  believe  any  part  of  the  human  fam- 
ily have  been,  are,  or  will  be,  punished  in  the  future  world,  or 
after  death  1  Secondly :  if  he  does,  does  he  believe  there  is  a  hell 
in  the  future  world  where  they  are  punished,  or,  a  place  of  future 
punishment  ?  Thirdly :  if  he  believes  in  future  punishment,  and 
vet  denies  the  existence  of  a  future  hell,  or  place  of  future  pun- 
ishment— then  I  wish  him  to  explain  to  us,  where,  and  how  sin- 
ners are  punished  in  a  future  state.  If  my  friend  will  give  his 
early  attention  to  these  questions,  and  let  us  have  his  candid  and 
deliberate  views,  he  will  oblige  his  opponent,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
confer  a  favor  upon  the  audience. — ITime  expired. 
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Gentlemen  Molerntors : — On  the  question  now  before  u«.  Elder 
Holmes  takes  the  Affirmative,  and  Jeads  in  the  debate.  In  a  well 
regulated  discussion,  its  tone  and  character  depends  materially  on 
the  course  pursued  by  the  Affirmative.  If  the  individual  who  oc- 
cupies that  po:4ition,  a  lopts  a  manly,  dignified  plan  of  procedure — 
if  he  adheres  closely  to  the  question,  and  frames  his  arguments  so 
that  they  bear  legitimately  and  directly  upon  it — then  the  Nega- 
tive will  be  enabled  to  pursue  a  similar  course,  and  the  way  is 
open  for  an  interesting  and  profitable  investigation.  But  when 
the  Affirmative  unfortunately  chooses  to  lead  into  another  track — 
resorts  to  sophistry,  trickery,  deception — indulges  in  a  strain  of 
fault-finding,  vituperation,  misrepresentation — in  harsh  censures 
hard  names,  and  low  epithets — the  Negative,  although  unwarrant- 
ed in  pursuing  a  similar  course,  even  by  such  an  example,  must 
necessarily  modify  the  nature  of  his  replies  to  meet  so  unpleasant 
an  exigency,  and  the  debate  can  but  lose  much  of  its  attraction  and 
value.  In  marking  out  my  plan  on  the  affirmative  of  the  last  ques- 
tion, I  was  governed  by  the  suggestions  just  offered.  It  was  my 
object  to  leave  all  extraneous  considerations  aside,  and  lead  00" in 
a  train  of  arguments  that  should  touch  at  once,  the  vital  point  in 
dispute  between  the  parties,  and  allow  the  contest  to  be  urged  on  the 
only  ground  where  a  decisive  victory  could  be  obtained,  on  either 
side.  I  think  I  may  claim  to  have  adhered  faithfully  to  this  plan, 
throughout  the  entire  length  of  that  investigation — notwithstanding 
I  was  compelled  frequently  to  turn  aside  to  expo5«e  the  tortuous 
course  my  friend  thought  proper  to  pursue  on  the  Negative. 

It  is  a  source  of  much  regret  to  me,  that  Elder  Holmes  lost  sight 
of  the  considerations  I  have  suggested,  in  opening  the  Affirmative 
of  the  present  important  question.  Instead  of  proceeding  in  a  dig- 
nified and  honorable  manner,  at  once  to  the  advocacy  of  the  dark 
and  terrible  doctrine  he  has  volunteered  to  defend,  it  has  been  his 
choice  to  commence  with  a  long  strain  o{  fault-finding,  and  a  nu- 
merous catalogue  of  complaints,  interspersed  with  defamatory  as- 
sertions, low  innuendoes,  and  groundless  charges,  whiqh  I  can  but 
view  as  alike  unworthy  a  chrbttan  and  a  courteous  controversial- 
ist. As  at  the  very  commencement  of  his  first  speech  on  the  second 
question,  so  precisely  on  this  question,  instead  of  going  forward^ 
he  immediately  turns  hack,  and  begins  to  haggle,  and  scold,  and 
declaim,  in  regard  to  matters  with  which  we  have  done,  and  which 
should  be  laid  upon  the  shelf!  My  poor  friend  is  evidently  great- 
ly dissatisfied  with  the  results  of  our  discussion,  thus  far.  If  it 
was  not  so,  he  would  allow  his  past  labors  to  remain  as  they  are, 
to  work  their  legitimate  infiuence  on  the  public  mind.  But  this 
constant  anxiety  to  go  back  and  re-vamp  old  arguments,  re-assert 
stale  denunciations,  and  indulge  in  scurrilous  abuse,  in  assertions, 
and  a  general  bravado,  which  had  been  already  repeated  until 
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worn  thread-bare,  proves  as  plainly  as  words  could  assert  it,  that 
he  feels  conscious  of  a  failure  to  sustain  himself  heretofore,  as 
he  desired.  In  all  this  dissatisfaction  with  his  past  labors,  he 
has  shown  an  amount  of  good  sense,  truly  creditable.  I  fully 
believe  when  the  public  review  the  nature  of  his  proceedings  in 
this  debate,  they  will  at  least  give  him  the  credit  of  great  discern- 
ment in  being  wholly  unreconciled  to  the  idea  of  allowing  his  la- 
bors on  the  second  question,  to  pass  without  some  attempt  to  patch 
them  up !  The  Elder  may,  however,  take  to  himself  the  conso- 
ling reflection,  that  the  failure  cannot  justly  be  attributed  to  him, 
but  to  his  canse  f  When  men  attempt  to  overthrow  TRUTH,  or 
build  up  ERROR,  how  can  they  expect  their  exertions,  after 
cool  and  mature  examination,  can  yield  satisfaction  even  to  them- 
selves ! 

I  can  but  esteem  myself  unfortunate  in  incurring  the  disappro- 
bation of  my  opponent.  Every  thing  on  ray  part,  goes  wronir 
in  his  estimation.  I  can  do  nothing  that  will  please  him.  Au 
my  positions,  my  arguments,  evidences,  scripture  proofs,  are  ex- 
ceedingly distasteful  to  him.  The  more  sound  the  argument,  the 
clearer  the  proof,  the  more  direct  the  conclusion,  and  glorious  the 
doctrine  established,  the  greater  his  dissatisfaction  ! !  Whatever 
I  do,  he  would  not  have  done ;  and  whatever  he  would  have  me 
do,  that  do  I  not.  The  case  is  a  hard  one  truly,  for  my  friend. 
If  T  was  hut  more  yielding  and  accommodating  in  my  disposition, 
and  more  willing  to  conform  to  his  wishes  in  ail  cases,  how 
speedy  his  triumph  !     How  easy  his  victory  ! 

He  complains  that  I  have  studiously  avoided  making  known 
my  opinions  on  many  important  points—that  I  have  failed  to  an- 
swer his  inquiries  as  to  the  nature  of  salvation,  or  the  time,  place 
and  manner  of  the  punL^hment  of  the  wicked.  These  complaints 
run  through  the  entire  len^^th  of  the  two  questions,  frequently  in- 
terspersed with  a  precious  display  of  low  wit  and  ridicule.  He 
denominated  Salvation  as  held  by  Universal ists,  to  be  a  kind  of 
Jack-o-lantern — an  abstraction — a  mere  nothin^ess !  True,  I 
have  shown  in  repeated  instances,  that  the  salvation  we  proclaim, 
is  the  salvation  revealed  in  the  gospel — a  salvation  from  sin,  ig- 
norance, and  death — that  it  is  purely  the  gift  of  God — and  that  it 
is  effected  through  the  instrumentality  of  Christ  and  his  gospel ! 
But  what  cares  he  for  a  salvation  which  has  God  for  its  author, 
and  Christ  for  its  executor  and  finisher  ?  So  long  as  it  stands  in 
the  way  of  his  creed,  he  will  cast  the  most  contemptuous  epithets 
upon  it,  and  insist  that  it  is  nothing  but  emptiness  ?  He  torgets 
that  the  salvation  promulgated  in  his  own  theory  is  the  most  un- 
real, uncertain  and  contradictory,  contrivance  that  the  wretched 
wisdom  of  this  world  ever  coined.  No  man  feels  himself  safe 
for  a  moment  under  its  teachings.  To-day,  he  may  be  saved — to- 
^'ist! !  The  moment  the  poor  repentant  sinner  stretches 
nd  to  the  Elder's  system,  to  lay  hold  on  a  salvation 
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that  shall  be  real — something  that  can  be  depended  upon — he 
finis  only  that  which  involves  him  in  inextricaole  confusion.  It 
is  a  salvation  by  works,  and  not  by  by  works — he  must  do  some- 
thing to  merit  it,  and  yet  is  told  he  can  not  do  any  thing  to  merit 
it.  He  is  taught  it  is  a  salvation  by  grace,  and  yet  not  by  grace 
but  of  taorks — that  God  will  save  men,  and  yet  they  must  save 
themselves — that  Christ  will  save  the  world,  and  yet  if  the  world 
do  not  secure  their  own  salvation,  they  will  be  cast  off  into  utter 
and  endless  darkness  !  And  yet  one  who  entertains  these  views 
and  is  continually  leading  others  to  wander  amid  all  this  confu- 
sion, utters  loud  complaints  that  the  salvation  of  Universalists 
is  not  definite  !  That  these  complaints  against  the  definiteness  of 
our  views  of  salvation,  are  utterly  groundless — ludicrously  so — 
there  is  not  a  person  who  has  attended  this  discussion,  but  will 
bear  me  witness.  Although  I  hav^  repeatedly  answered  all  ques- 
tions in  regard  to  salvation,  so  far  as  God  has  revealed  knowl- 
edge to  mortals  on  the  subject,  and  made  known  my  opinions  on 
every  point  involved  in  the  discussion,  yet  these  complaints  are 
again  reiterated  on  the  very  threshold  of  this  question — at  the 
first  go-off  of  the  Elder,  with  as  much  coolness,  as  though  he  was 
treating  our  hearers  with  the  fresh  coinage  of  his  fertile  brain. 
It  is  a  fitting  beginning  in  defence  of  the  monstrous  doctrine  my 
opponent  stands  up  here  to  defend  and  propagate. 

The  secret  of  all  his  trouble  and  fault  finding,  in  regard  to  mat- 
ters connected  with  the  other  questions,  is  easily  explained.  It  is 
not  that  I  have  not  answered  his  inquiries  on  these  topics,  nor  that 
I  have  not  made  known  my  opinions,  but  the  difficulty  is,  I  have 
not  answered  them  to  suit  him — and  my  opinions  have  proved 
different  from  what  he  would  have  them.  If  I  had  but  given 
some  absurd  reply  to  his  queries — if  I  had  but  committed  myself 
to  some  groundless  position,  some  ridiculous  sentiment,  some  mon- 
strous anomoly,  so  weak  and  silly  as  to  conflict  with  the  word  of 
God — then  the  Elder  would  have  been  in  high  glee !  No  com- 
plaints would  have  been  uttered,  and  no  fault  found  with  my 
course.  But  although  I  am  exceedingly  anxious  to  accommodate 
my  friend,  in  every  possible  and  consistent  manner,  yet  really  it 
is  asking  too  much,  that  I  should  sacrifice  God^s  truth  to  friend- 
ship for  him,  or  allow  the  nfost  consistent,  desirable  and  beauti- 
ful doctrine  that  men  or  angels  have  ever  known,  to  be  trampled 
under  foot,  merely  to  permit  heathen  errors  to  perpetuate  their 
baneful  sway  over  the  minds  of  men  ! 

If  I  thought  proper  to  pursue  a  similar  strain  of  fault  finding,  I 
might  in  return,  with  great  justice,  utter  many  complaints  against 
the  course  pursued  by  Elder  Holmes.  His  misrepresentations  have 
been  numerous  and  wilful.  In  his  tenth  speech  he  declares  that 
Universalists  generally  repudiate  the  ordinances  of  Christianity — 
baptism  and  the  Lord's  supper.  Yet  he  knows  that  the  Lord's  sup- 
per is  administered  throughout  our  denomination,  where  circum- 
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stances  will  admit  of  the  organization  of  churches.  And  as  to  bap- 
tism. Universalists  very  frequently  administer  it;  but  thev  leave 
their  members  in  the  free  exercise  of  their  consciences  on  this  sub- 
ject. I  might  complain  also  of  his  assertions  at  the  commence- 
ment of  his  closin;3f  speech  on  the  second  question — where  he 
declares  that  Universalism  knows  nothing  of  a  renewed  heart — 
that  it  claims  that  the  heart  in  its  unholu  state  ^ives  its  suffrage 
for  anni/tilating  the  eniless  sanctions  of  the  divine  law,  and  un- 
conditional  I  u  saving  ail  men,  without  regard  to  character  or  con- 
duct— and  that  I  maintain  that  the  w^/cifcerf  heart  loves  Universal- 
ism. I  declare  all  these  assertions  to  be  sheer,  wilful,  and  wick- 
ed misrepresentations,  and  that  Elder  Holmes  well  knew  them  to 
be  such,  when  he  uttered  them.  He  knows  I  have  repudiated  all 
such  views  over  and  over  again ;  but  he  most  dishonorably  per- 
sists in  reiterating  these  charges.  Yet  he  claims  to  be  in  posses- 
sion of  a  renewed  heart.  Moreover,  I  might  complain,  that  after 
so  much  trepidation  lest  I  should  introduce  new  matter  in  my  clo- 
sing speech  on  the  negative  of  the  first  question,  where  he  would 
have  no  opportunity  to  reply,  he  has  himself  become  guilty  of 
this  very  act,  in  his  closing  speech  on  the  negative  of  the  second 
question.  In  several  instances  he  has  brought  in  new  arguments, 
and  in  one  case*  in  direct  violation  of  one  of  the  rules  of  this  dis- 
cussion, has  introduced  a  new  matter  which  he  calls  a  ''^dUemntay^ 
and  challenges  me  to  rep!y  to  it,  when  he  knew  I  had  no  oppor- 
tunity. But  I  need  not  dwell  farther  on  the  singular  characteris- 
tics of  that  closing  speech.  It  was  very  much  as  I  anticipated. 
The  repetition  and  patching  up  of  his  replies  to  my  arguments — 
the  reiteration  of  assertions,  positions,  and  false  and  sophistical 
methods  of  reasoning,  which  I  had  already  overthrown  and  scat- 
tered, when  they  were  originally  introduced — indicates  nothing 
more  clearly  than  his  dissatisfaction  at  the  manner  in  which  he  has 
managed  his  cause,  and  his  fears  of  the  influence  of  this  debate 
on  the  public  mind. 

The  gentleman  is  not  a  little  perplexed  by  my  appeals  to  those 
tender  sympathies  which  God  has  implanted  in'the  human  heart. 
He  acknowledges  that  these  appeals  place  his  doctrine  at  great 
disadvantage.  But  he  insists  that  this  is  in  consequence  of  the 
wickednesi  of  the  hearts  of  men,  and  reminds  us  of  the  declara- 
tion of  the  Bible,  that  "  the  heart  is  desperately  wicked."  My 
friend  is  evidently  in  the  fog  in  regard  to  this  matter.  If  my  ap- 
peal was  to  the  wicked  feelings  of  men — if  th'e  sympathy  aroused 
against  the  doclrine  of  endless  punishment  and  in  favor  of  Uni- 
versal Salvation,  was  the  fruit  of  the  predominance  of  sinful  and 
depraved  passions,  as  were  some  of  the  appeals  he  mentioned  in 
his  last  speech — there  would  then  be  some  ground  for  the  con- 
clusion he  has  drawn.    But  the  Elder  and  the  world  well  know 
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that  my  appeals  are  to  the  htghfit,  the  holiest  and  BEST  feel- 
inga  of  men.  The  pure  hearted  christian,  the  honest  man,  the  up- 
right and  ^od-Iike  soul,  feels  these  appeals  more  sensibly,  and 
responds  to  them  more  readily,  than  any  other  class.  The  more 
ho!y  the  affections,  the  more  refined  the  sensitiiliiies,  the  more 
heavenly  all  the  emotions,  which  characterize  any  individual,  the 
greater  the  propriety  of  making  these  appeals  to  him.  and  the 
more  confident  am  I  that  they  will  produce  the  desired  impression 
upon  him.  Every  thing  holy  and  heavenly,  every  thing  pure  and 
good  which  the  Creator  has  implanted  in  the  human  soul,  while 
granting  its  utmost  approbation  to  the  doctrine  of  the  repentance 
and  salvation  of  all  men,  at  the  same  lime,  rises  in  utter  detesta- 
tion of  the  sentiment  of  endless  sin  and  agony  !  It  is  for  thie 
reason  that  he  writhes  in  such  perfect  torture,  at  every  appeal  I 
make  to  the  sympathies  of  the  audience.  And  it  is  for  the  same 
reason  that  the  partialist  clergy  are  continually  laboring  to  cause 
their  hearers  to  distrust  the  purest  and  best  feeling  God  has  given 
them,  and  to  induce  them  to  pluck  from  their  hearts  those  sympa- 
thies, which  form  the  chief  moral  trait  that  raises  them  above 
the  beast  of  the  forest  ?  Shall  I  cease  my  appeals  to  man's  better 
nature  ?  No  !  I  give  my  opponent  fair  warning,  that  I  shall  con- 
tinue, so  often  as  occasion  ofiers,  to  address  the  tender,  loving,  af- 
fectionate sympathies  of  those  who  listen — that  I  shall  strive  to 
touch  the  golden  cord  which  unites  man  to  higher  orders  of  being, 
and  make  it  to  vibrate  with  those  angelic  emotions  which  yield 
their  approbation  alone  to  that  which  benefits  the  race ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  assures  us  that  were  the  hearts  of  the  world  in/a- 
vor  of  his  doctrine,  he  should  be  led  to  doubt  its  truth.  If  he  is 
sincere  in  this  declaration,  allow  me  to  say  he  has  good  reason 
immediately  to  commence  his  doubts !  At  least  two-thirds  of  man- 
kind in  Christendom,  and  nineteen-twentieths  of  the  most  depraved 
and  reckless,  are  believers  in  his  sentiments,  and  grant  them  all 
their  approbation.  Eicamine  any  community,  and  see  how  large  a 
majority  of  the  ungodly  and  sinful,  cling  to  the  theory  which  my 
friend  advocates.  Look  to  the  prisons,  penitentiaries,  and  places 
where  the  most  abandoned  are  gathered,  and  it  will  be  found  that 
with  only  the  rarest  exceptions,  the  inmates  are  universally  believers 
and  approbators  of  endless  punihhment !  I  tell  my  brother,  that  ac- 
cording to  hist>wn  rule,  he  must  be  a  large  doubter  of  the  truth  of 
his  doctrine  !  He  tells  us  he  feels  satisfied  with  doctrines  which  re- 
ceive the  approbation  of  the  heart  of  the  true  christian.  In  this 
there  is  a  most  delightful  harmony  between  the  feelings  of  friend 
Holmes  and  myself.  Every  true  Christian  on  earth  approbates 
and  loves  with  all  his  heart,  the  doctrine  of  the  universal  reign 
of  holiness,  righteousness  and  peace.  But  if  there  was  a  mortal 
so  hardened  as  to  declare  his  love  of  the  doctrine  of  endless  blas- 
phemy, warring  and  misery,  could  he  be  called  a  Christian  7 
Would  not  his  character  rather  assimilate  to  that  attributed  to  fa- 
bled demons !  ! 
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My  opponent  says  he  has  no  doubt  I  could  collect  audiences 
of  Deists  and  Atheists  to  hear  me  preach,  in  any  of  our  lar^ 
towns.  This  low  attempt  to  excite  the  prejudices  of  the  commu- 
nity, will  be  appreciated  by  the  audience.  Permit  me  to  inquire 
who  made  these  men  Deists  and  Atheists  ?  It  is  a  fact  suscepti- 
ble of  the  plainest  proof,  that  they  became  infidels  under  the  in- 
fluence of  the  very  doctrines  my  friend  defends  in  this  discussion. 
Did  not  the  infiiels  of  France  fall  into  their  Atheism  under  the 
influence  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  ?  Yes,  these  and 
other  infidels  in  our  own  land,  were  driven  into  skepticism  by  the 
absurd  and  abhorrent  sentiments,  promulgated  from  the  falsely 
termed  evangelical  pulpits !  They  have  heard  from  their  infancy, 
that  the  doctrines  of  ibe  Trinity,  vicarious  atonement,  total  depravi- 
ty, and  endless  punishment,  are  taught  in  the  Bible.  And  believ- 
ing this  to  be  so,  they  have  thrown  God's  word  aside  as  totally 
contradictory  to  man^s  reason,  and  swung  to  the  contrary  extreme 
of  gloomy  infidelity.  This  position  is  corroborated  by  a  fact 
which  cannot  be  successfully  disputed — that  wherever  partialist 
doctrines  prevail  the  most  generally,  and  other  and  better  views 
of  Christianity  are  the  least  known,  as  in  France  and  various  por- 
tions of  America,  there  skepticism  has  spread  its  poison  most  suc- 
cessfully and  largely !  As  to  Deists  and  Atheists  generally  at- 
tending upon  my  preaching,  any  impression  of  this  description  is 
totally /o/f? .'  /  I  rarely  see  individuals  of  this  description  in  con- 
gregations which  I  address.  But  this  I  unhesitatingly  assert,  that 
the  Atheists  and  Deists,  and  skeptics  in  general,  who  attend  the 
meetings  of  the  so-called  evangelical  denominations,  are  four  times 
more  numerous,  in  proportion  to  the  whole  number,  than  those 
who  are  found  in  Universalist  congregations  ! !  I  challenge  in- 
vestigation on  this  point.  We  receive  the  most  bitter  opposition 
from  skeptics,  in  all  those  cities  and  large  places,  where  they  are 
banded  together  in  various  organizations.  And  no  periodicals  or 
publications  of  any  description,  indulge  in  a  more  bitter  enmity, 
or  in  a  greater  degree  of  ridicule  of  ifniversalism,  than  those  is- 
sued from  the  infidel  press.  Like  Herod  and  Pilot  of  old,  Athe- 
ists, Deists,  sceptics,  unbelievers  of  all  descriptions,  on  one  side, 
and  the  whole  array  of  evangelicals,  of  cver)r  hue  and  shade,  on 
the  other,  strike  hands  together,  in  opposition  to  that  doctrine 
which  is  the  consummation  of  the  best  and  holiest  wishes  of  men 
or  angels,  the  final  purification  and  happiness  of  the  entire  race 
of  man ! ! 

The  Elder  supposes,  had  I  preached  to  the  Antediluvians,  I 
should  have  opposed  Noah,  and  told  them  they  would  not  be  de- 
stroyed !  No  sir !  Had  I  been  with  the  Antediluvians,  I  should 
have  preached  the  certainty  of  punishment,  and  not  its  uncertain^ 
ty,  as  my  friend  does.  Indeed,  Noah  did  proclaim  my  sentiments 
to  them,  when  he  declared  that  the  judgments  of  God,  which  they 
**»^  tttstly  incurred  by  their  sins,  would  be  assuredly  inflicted  up- 
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on  thsm,  and  that  there  was  no  poasihle  escape !  Had  Elder 
Holin33  been  stationed  among  them,  and  preached  in  a  practical 
manner,  the  doctrine  he  defends  in  theory,  he  would  have  contra- 
dictei  Noah,  as  he  now  contradicts  God's  word.  He  would  have 
told  the  Antediluvians  to  enjoy  "  the  pleasures  of  sin" — to  eat, 
dtink,  and  be  merry,  for  there  was  no  punishment  in  this  life,  or 
if  any,  it  would  be  so  light  they  would  not  know  when  they  re- 
ceived it — that  GoPs  punishments  are  in  the  future  world,  and 
are  awful  and  en  Hess,  out  eitily  avoided — that  when  they  saw  the 
gathering  blackness  begin  to  appear  in  the  heavens,  which  was 
to  pour  out  the  flood  to  destroy  them,  if  they  would  but  be  care- 
ful to  repent,  all  would  be  wellt  and  they  could  ascend  at  once  to 
infinite  fi^lory  and  bliss ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  brings  the  entire  of  the  two  systems  of  Universal 
Sihration  and  Endless  Punishment,  into  '*  a  nut-shell,"  in  the  form 
of  two  or  three  of  Luther  Lee's  syllogisms.  These  syllogisms  af- 
ford as  precious  a  specimen  as  he  could  give  us,  of  his  profound 
logic,  and  of  that  blind  habit  to  which  he  is  addicted,  and  which 
shows  itself  through  all  his  arguments,  of  reasoning  from/o^l^re- 
m/'us.  In  his  syllogism  on  Universalism,  he  asserts  that  all  a  good 
earthly  father  womd  do  to  make  his  children  happy,  had  he  the 
power,  Crod  will  do  for  the  whole  human  race.  But  a  good  earthlv 
lather  would  make  his  children  happy  now,  therefore  God  wiu 
make  all  men  happy  now ! !  See  how  slight  a  touch  shall  over- 
turn the  castle  my  friend  has  so  laboriously  built  up.  A  good 
earthly  father  tooutd  not  make  his  children  happj  nawt  provided  he 
saw  that  by  subjecting  them  to  a  healthful  discipline  for  a  season, 
he  could  make  them  much  happier  by-and-by.  A  father  could 
make  his  child  happy  for  the  time  being,  by  allowing  him  to  re- 
frain from  study,  and  spend  his  time  in  idleness.  But  he  knows 
he  can  bestow  greater  oenefit  on  him  hereafter,  by  subjecting  him 
at  present,  to  severe  and  laborious  study  and  a  judicious  training. 
So  God  does  not  make  his  creatures  happy  now,  because  his  wis- 
dom dictates  that  he  can  exalt  them  to  higher  degrees  of  perfec- 
tion and  bliss  hereafter,  by  first  subjecting  them  to  a  well  regula- 
ted course  of  discipline  and  instruction. 

Another  of  his  acute  syllogisms  on  Universalism,  is  something 
like  this :  A  father  having  wisdom  and  power  sufficient  to  make 
his  children  happy,  and  yet  allowing  them  to  remain  in  sin  and 
misery,  would  be  unfeeling  and  cruel.  But  God,  though  possess^ 
ing  wisdom  and  power,  does  allow  his  creatures  to  remain  in  sin 
and  misery.  Therefore,  according  to  Universalism,  God  is  unfeel* 
ing  and  cruel !  I  am  surprized  at  the  short-sighted,  school-boy 
character  of  my  friend's  syllogisms.  Does  he  not  see,  that  a  fa- 
ther wjuld  not  hi  cruel  in  allowing  his  children  to  experience  tern,' 
porary  trials,  if  he  foresaw,  they  would  conduce  to  their  perma- 
nant  and  lasting  good.  Hence  God,  so  far  from  being  unfeeling 
9r  cruelt  is  bpth  wise  and  good,  in  subjecting  man  to  vanity,  as 
19 
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St.  Paul  denominates  it,  that  tbronofh  the  discipline  and  instroc- 
tion  thus  experienced,  a  higher  and  final  good  shall  be  experi- 
enced by  all  those  involved  therein.  My  opponent  says  these 
syllogisms  are  framed  on  genuine  Universalist  principles.  I  deny 
it.  They  rest  solely  on  an  undisguised  perversion  of  our  views. 
The  Elder's  syllogism  on  Endless  Punishment,  cannot  be  wor- 
thy a  formal  reply.  There  is  nothing  of  it.  In  other  words,  it  is 
framed  on  principles  in  regard  to  which,  there  is  no  disagreement 
between  us.  Its  laborious  travail  results  in  bringing  forth  this 
conclusion — that  God  will  save  all  who  repent  and  work  right- 
eousness !  Marvellous !  And  who  ever  doubted  this,  or  believed 
any  thing  else.  Universalists  adopt  this  asf  one  of  their  funda- 
mental principles.  They  believe  all  men  in  due  time,  will  be 
brought  by  the  influences  and  instructions  of  Christ,  to  repentance, 
and  hence  will  experience  the  salvation  of  God ! 

Before  proceeding  to  the  discussion  of  the  question  now  before 
us,  would  it  not  be  well  to  look  'at  the  position  we  occupy — to 
glance  at  the  field  of  debate  we  have  been  over — ^and  take  a  brief 
survey  of  that  upon  which  we  are  about  to  enter  ? 

On  the  last  Question  I  maintained  that  indue  time,  all  the  chil- 
dren of  men  will  be  brought  to  Repentance  and  Reformation,  will 
be  converted  to  Christ,  and  become  willing  and  obedient  subject 4 
of  his  kingdom — that  everj  intelligent  beine:  will,  in  due  time,  be 
reconciled  to  their  Father  m  heaven,  and  filled  with  love  to  God, 
and  love  to  one  another.  It  will  be  acknowledged  by  every  pi- 
ous heart,  that  this  doctrine  is  the  most  desirable,  glorious  and 
joy  inspiring,  that  the  human  mind  can  comprehend !  It  is  such 
a  state  of  thmgs  as  all  Christian  souls  love— buch  as  accord  with 
their  purest  desires  and  most  ardent  prayers — and  such  as  thev 
would  bring  to  pass,  had  they  the  power  and  opportunity !  It 
will  also  be  acknowledged,  that  of  all  conceivable  states  in  which 
the  existence  of  the  human  race  could  possibly  terminate,  this 
condition  of  Universal  holiness  and  happiness,  is  infinitely  the 
BEST  that  can  possibly  be  imagined  !  Moreover,  it  will  not  be 
denied,  that  this  result  of  creation  is  honorable  to  God,  as  the 
wise,  benevolent,  and  perfect  Father  of  all,  and  worthy  of  Christ, 
as  one  who  died  for  all.  and  declared  himself  to  be  the  Savior  of 
the  world ! 

Against  this  doctrine  my  opposing  brother  has  labored  with  all 
the  ability  he  possesses.  --He  has  endeavored  to  overthrow  all 
these  Christian  hopes,  these  great  and  good  views  of  God.  He 
has  exerted  himself  to  make  you  believe  that  a  consummation  so 
desirable  and  glorious,  can  never  be  accompliehed !  That  it  is 
asking  too  much  of  God- — placine  too  much  dependence  on  his 
Goodness,  his  Love,  Mercy,  Wisdom  and  Power,  to  believe  he 
isill  achieve  so  great  and  holy  an  undertaking  as  this !  He  has 
^  to  convince  you,  that  the  BEST  THING  God  could  poa- 
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Bibly  Blan— the  BEST  THING  Jettts  could  accomplish—the  BEST 
THiNG  angels  could  desire,  or  men  could  hope  for,  has  been  de- 
feated, overthrown,  and  forever  ruined.  That  there  was  no  ability 
in  Gud,  Christ,  angels,  or  good  men,  to  bring  to  pass  a  state  of 
things,  which  all  loved  to  contemplate,  and  which  would  fill  the 
universe  with  light,  peace,  love,  and  cause  all  intelligences  to 
*'  rejoice  with  joy  unspeakable  and  full  of  glory  V^ 

On  the  present  Question,  the  position  of  the  parties  is  changed. 
My  opponent  takes  the  affirmative.  He  seizes  the  laboring  oar, 
and  leads  us  in  the  investigation  now  in  hand !  After  having 
labored  to  show  you  that  in  a  world  over  which  a  Deity  reigns 
who  is  Omnipotent  in  Power,  perfect  in  Wisdom,  and  infinite  in 
Love,  the  beat  state  of  things  that  man  or  angel  could  wish  for,  or 
God  could  design,  or  Christ  accomplish,  can  never  take  place,  he 
now  volunteers  to  go  forward  and  maintain,  that  in  the  same  world 
over  which  the  same  perfect  Deity  reigns,  and  does  his  will,  the 
WORST  state  of  things  that  man  can  fear,  or  that  demons  could 
desire,  will  actually  transpire,  and  endure  as  long  as  the  Throne  of 
the  Eternal  shall  stand.  I  say  the  worH  state  of  things.  In  the 
name  of  Heaven,  what  could  possibly  be  worse  than  that  even  one 
soul  should  fall  into  ENDLESS  SIN  and  WOE,  to  writhe  in  agony 
— to  shriek  and  groan  in  dark  despair,  and  blaspheme  the  name  of 
its  Creator  through  the  endless  cycles  of  eternity ! ! !  But  when 
he  contends,  as  he  will,  not  that  one  soul  alone,  but  COUNTLESS 
MILLIONS  of  souls  shall  experience  this  doom,  I  feel  authorized 
to  declare  that  he  will  maintain  the  ifforst  state  of  things  of  which 
it  is  possible  to  conceive  ! 

Can  it  be  possible  that  my  opponent,  that  this  audience,  and 
the  Christian  world,  have  ever  attempted  to  realize  the  awful,  re- 
volting nature  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Woe,  or  considered  the 
dark  and  unholy  imputations  it  casts  on  the  character  of  the  Ru- 
ler of  the  Universe  !  Charity  would  urge  us  to  believe  they  have 
not!  Think  steadily,  deeply,  maturely,  of  that  doctrine!  Do 
not  turn  away  from  its  contemplation  with  a  single  glance.  Strive 
to  enter,  if  but  slightly,  into  its  gloomy  and  ^thomless  depths ! 
Contemplate  the  nature  of  the  task  to  contend  for  it !  My  oppo- 
nent will  labor  to  prove  that  an  innumerable  multitude  of  souls, 
each  one  of  whom  has  been  endowed  by  the  Creator  with  capaci- 
ties, which,  under  proper  instruction  and  development,  with  the 
aid  of  appropriate  means,  and  an  opportunity  of  sufficient  dura- 
tion, would  enable  the  possessor  to  rival  Gabriel,  in  knowledge, 
holiness,  and  love,  will,  after  a  brief  space  of  time,  be  denied 
even  the  privilege  of  improving,  repenting  and  seeking  after  truth 
and  holiness ;  but  will  he  thrust  down  to  interminable  wretched- 
ness, where  they  will  be  compelled  to  siiiand  agonize  forever! 

Parents  f  He  will  labor  to  prove  thousands  of  you  who  have 
lost  children,  that  had  arrived  at  years  of  discretion,  will  never 
meet  them  more !    He  will  seek  to  convince  you  that  your  dearly 
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beldv'ed  ottes  hiv^  ^one  to  buffet  the  black  waves  of  Almigbty 
Wrath,  dnd  fight  with  howling  devils  forever !  Children  !  He 
will  stfive  to  make  you  believe  that  multitudes  of  you  have  be- 
Idved  parents  in  hell  this  moment ! !  That  the  Father  or  the  Mo- 
ther wno  watched  over  you  in  infancy — who  toiled  and  sweat  to 
prbmote  your  good — who  discharged  faithfully  the  duties  of  kind, 
provident,  loving  parents— whose  venerable  locks  you  followed 
\6  the  tomb  with  grief — whose  grave  you  have  watered  with  tears 
of  sorrow — are  now  shrieking  in  endless  despair  and  anguish 
indiscribable — that  they  are  callin^j  on  God  for  even  the  slight- 
e6t  display  of  mercy,  the  smallest  mitigation  of  torment;  but 
alas !  calling  in  vain !  The  only  answer  to  their  cries  for  pity, 
from  Him  who  made  them,  will  be  infinite  Frowns  of  implacable 
Hati^d  and  Vengeance ! 

He  will  labor  to  prove  that  vast  numbers  of  parents  who  may 
be  Ek)  fortunate  as  to  arrite  in  heaven,  will  be  childless  there ;  and 
thousands  of  children  there,  will  be  orphans/  That  when  the 
Redeemed  and  Saved  shall  strike  their  golden  harpis  in  praise  of 
the  Majesty  of  Heaven,  the  sweet  melody  of  their  songs  will  be 
accompanied  by  wailings  and  lamentations  from  the  dearest  ob- 
jects of  their  afifectidns,  tossed  on  the  raging  billows  of  Infinite 
Arigcr!!  My  God!  My  God!!  what  a  doctrine !  what  a  thought ! 
t6  be  cohtended  for,  under  the  light  of  that  sun,  whose  sweet  and 
blessed  beams,  falling  alike  on  the  evil  aud  the  good,  attest  the 
impartial  love  of  the  Being,  whose  name  is  thus  to  be  maligned. 
What  a  setitiment  to  be  defended  before  an  audience  who  have 
hearts  to  fecl,  and  minds  to  think !  What  a  work  to  engage  the 
high  and  noble  capacfties  of  the  human  mind,  in  a  christian  com- 
munity and  in  this  enlightened  age — and  that  too,  by  a  professed 
preacher  of  that  Gospel,  which  the  angels  declared  to  be  "good 
tidings  of  great  joy  which  shall  be  to  cUl  people ff^  Alas!  my 
brother !  I  pity  you  !  I  cotnmisserate  your  sad  condition,  in  the 
gloomy  xVbrk,  the  abhorrent  task,  you  have  taken  upon  yourself ! 
My  heart  yearns  over  one  so  lost  to  truth,  to  reason,  to  the  word 
of  God,  as  to  volunteer  in  such  an  enterprize ! !  I  can  but  bewail 
your  wretched  lot,  in  bein^  pla(ied  in  a  posture  where  you  can  be 
itiduced  to  advocate  a  sentiment  from  which  every  impulse  of  that 
heart  which  God  has  placed  within  yon,  revolts  with  unspeaka- 
ble aiid  utter  abhorrence ! ! ! 

It  is  my  duty — and  one  most  pleasing  to  my  soul,  and  willing- 
ly discharged— to  contend  against  this  direful  sentiment,  witK 
what  little  ability  I  may  possesis.  I  shall  endeavor  to  show  that 
il  is  dishonorable  to  God,  disgraceful  to  Christ,  repugnant  to  rea- 
son, opposed  to  the  scriptures,  abhorrent  to  the  best  feelings  of 
the  human  heart :  and  that  there  is  impressed  on  its  Very  frontlet, 
all  the  tniirks  and  features  of  a  dark  and  hofrid  Falsehood !  Atid 
may  Almighty  G6d,  whose  name  is  LoV6,  give  me  p6wer  to  ere- 
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oon^ce  tbt  moat  Pithless  and  unbelieving  heart,  that  he  is  in- 
deed and  in  truth,  *^  good  unto  all,  and  that  his  tender  mercies  axis 
OTer  all  his  works !" 

Weight  of  Testimony. — A  few  words  in  regard  to  the  weight  of 
testimony  to  be  adduced  on  the  question.  I  maintain  that  my 
opponent  has  altogether  the  improbable  side  in  this  discussioQ. 
To  assert  that  the  Grod  of  Infinite  Groodness,  whose  very  naturjs 
is  Love,  cannot  premeditate  evil  or  cruelty— -cannot  bring  helpless 
beings  into  existence,  coolly  ]>urposing,  or  plainly  foteseei^g, 
that  their  ultimate  fate  will  be  interminable  sin  and  woe — to  as- 
sert that  a  God  of  Infinite  Wisdom  cannot  err,  in  any  of  his  plans 
or  purposes — to  insist  that  a  God  Omnipotent  in  power  cannot  bfs 
thwarted,  disappointed  or  defeated,  in  his  designs — is  to  lay  dow|i 
propositions  requiring  but  little,  if  any,  testimony  to  support  them. 
There  is  a  probability^  sl  self -evidence,  enstamped  upon  tnem,  which 
carries  conviction  to  all  intelligent  and  unprejudiced  minds !  B\it 
to  assert  that  a  God  of  such  characteristics  and  perfections,  cau 
premeditate  evil — can  urge  creatures  into  being,  determining  or 
foreknowing,  their  existence  will  prove  an  endless  curse  to  them, 
and  to  the  Universe — to  contend  that  the  plans  of  Infinite  Wis- 
dom are  so  imperfect  that  they  can  be  disarranged  and  thrown 
into  immediabie  confusion — to  maintain  that  Omnipotence  can- 
not execute  his  designs,  nor  do  his  will-— is  to  take  positions 
i^hich  carry  an  astonishing  IMMtOBABILITY — ^yea,  a  most 
marked  CONTRADICTION  on  their  very  face ! ! !  Hence  it  will 
require  not  a  slight  touch  of  logic  and  sopnistry,  hut  a  vast  amount 
of  solid  testimony  to  bring  such  a  doctrine  even  to  a  probability  ; 
and  an  infinite  weight  of  the  most  convincing  evide^nce,  to  pOAl^S 
it  approach  to  any  thin^  like  a  certainty  !  ! 

Again — To  contend  that  a  wise,  food  and  ^ctionate  Father 
will  watch  over  all  his  children  with  ceaseless  constancy — ^will 
in  every  thing  so  wisely  order  his  a&irs  as  to  promote  their  per-, 
roanent  welfare — and  through  whatever  trial^  afflictions  and  ex- 
posures he  may  think  proper  to  le^d  them,  aim  at  their  final  der 
liverance  and  their  greatest  happiness — would  be  but  to  assert  that 
which  was  probable^  and  which  it  would  require  but  little  proof 
to. sustain.  But  to  insist  that  such  a  Father  would  voluntarily, 
and  without  any  thing  urging  him  to  it  but  hi^  own  good  pleas- 
ure, place  his  children  where  they  would  be  exposed  to  endless 
torment,  when  he  plainly  saw,  and  knew,  thev  would  fall  into 
its  deep  abyss,  would  be  to  contend  for  a  most  9.bnorrent  IMPROB- 
ABILITY!  ! — an  improbability  reauiring  testimony  of  the  most 
convincing  and  irrefutable  nature  f 

These  improbabilities,  I  insist,  are  precisely  the  position^ 
which  my  opposer  must  advocate  on  this  question.  IMPROBA- 
BILITY IS  enstamped  on  every  feature  of  the  doctrine  of  endless 
pupishment  I !     It  is  radically  opposed  tp  the  whole  ^itr^y  of 
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6od*8  attributes — to  the  entire  testimony  of  his  doings,  as  a  wise, 
ffood  and  powerful  Deity,  and  to  his  whole  character  as  a  faith- 
ful, careful,  and  affectionate  Parent.  A  trifling  array  of  evidence 
will  not  sustain  my  friend  in  defence  of  this  most  monstrous  and 
improbable  doctrine.  Fine  spun  arguments,  metaphysical  syllo- 
gisms, artfully  framed  and  subtle  disquisitions,  with  words  used 
to  conceal  ideas,  will  prove  of  little  avail  in  sustaining  the  affir- 
mative of  such  a  question.  Neither  will  evidence  built  on  philol- 
ogy, on  hair-splitting  criticims  respecting  the  meaning  of  one 
or  two  Greek  words,  be  sufficient  to  establish  the  doctrine  of 
Endless  Woe.  This  audience,  this  community,  and  the  world, 
have  a  right  to  demand  that  the  arguments  adduced  in  support  of 
such  a  sentiment,  shall  be  drawn  directly,  clearly  and  legitimate- 
ly, from  the  source  of  all  truth,  the  character  and  attributes  of  Je- 
hovah. And  they  will  require,  moreover,  that  the  arguments  in 
defence  of  a  doctrine  of  this  nature,  so  blackening  to  the  g^ood 
name  of  the  Deity,  and  so  destructive  to  the  best  desires  and  hopes 
of  men,  shall  be  abundant  in  number,  and  so  clear,  direct  and 
positive  that  not  a  doubt  can  be  left  on  the  mind  of  a  human  be- 
ing. If  such  evidence  is  not  offered  and  sustained,  the  affirma- 
tive of  this  question  must  be  abandoned  forever ! ! 

In  approaching  the  question  under  discussion.  Elder  Holmes 

6*ves  us  an  explanation  of  what  he  means  by  Endless  Misery, 
e  describes  it  as  the  loss  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven — the  con- 
sciousness of  sin,  etc.  That  he  would  present  this  doctrine  in  as 
mild  a  form  as  possible,  I  had  already  anticipated.  The  whole 
current  of  public  feeling  is  setting  so  strongly  against  the  heart- 
less dorma  of  endless  agonv,  that  its  advocates  have  of  late 
^ears,  felt  themselves  compelled  to  modify  their  descriptions  of 
]ts  nature,  and  to  make  use  of  different  terms  in  referring  to  it, 
from  what  was  current  in  their  ranks,  some  years  ago.  They 
are  both  ashamed  and  afraid  to  present  it  to  the  people  now,  as  it 
was  by  the  old  class  of  preachers.  They  well  know  the  public 
would  turn  from  it  with  loathing,  unless  clothed  in  robes  less  re- 
pulsive. Hence  in  modern  times,  its  heideousness  has  been  dilu- 
ted almost  to  nothingness.  It  has  became  as  mild  as  a  dove,  in 
comparison  to  its  former  hyena-like  ferocity ! !  But  in  examin- 
ing this  doctrine,  I  shall  pay  little  attention  to  these  modifications 
got  up  expressly  to  conceal  its  deformity,  and  mask  its  odious 
features  in  borrowed  robes.  I  shall  speak  of  it  as  it  has  been 
believed  and  described  by  its  most  eminent  advocates,  for  more 
than  a  thousand  years,  and  as  it  is  still  represented  in  every  part 
of  Christendom,  except  in  those  communities  where  the  prevalence 
of  more  enlightened  and  reasonable  sentiments,  have  driven  its 
defflodefs  into  the  adoption  of  phraseology  less  exceptionable, 
''mild  and  inoffensive  the  forms  in  which  its  heralds  may 
ir  policy  to  present  it  to  the  people  in  certain  locations, 
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when  stripped  of  its  stolen  dress,  it  will  be  found  the  same  old 
dtsffusting,  horrible  and  blasphemous  dogma !  It  is  as  full  of 
malignity,  of  poison,  of  venom,  as  ever,  whatever  its  advocates 
may  feel  compelled  to  do  to  hide  its  enormities !  In  pursuing  this 
eourse,  I  shall  do  it  not  to  excite  prejudice  against  that  sentiment ; 
for  God  knows  that  would  be  needless.  But  to  enable  the  peo- 
ple to  behold  and  realize  the  awfulness  of  the  doctrine— to  see 
It  and  weigh  it  as  they  ought — it  must  be  held  up  to  them  in  its 
uaked  deformity^  stripped  of  the  paint  and  varnish  with  which  its 
supporters  would  fain  give  it  an  appearance  of  decency.  This 
denuding  process,  I  shall  execute  faithfully. 

The  first  argument  Mr.  Holmes  introduces  on  the  affirmative 
of  this  (question,  is  drawn  from  the  Moral  Agency  of  Man.  In 
considering  this  argument,  the  first  thing  which  will  arrest  the 
attention  of  the  public,  is  the  same  singular  and  fatal  defect  which 
has  characterized  the  arguments  of  my  opponent  on  both  the  pre- 
ceding questions,  viz.  the  want  of  a  direct  and  necessary  connec- 
tion between  the  argument  offered,  and  the  question  it  is  introduced 
to  sustain.  In  prosecuting  my  part  of  this  debate,  it  has  been 
my  constant  effort  to  have  all  my  arguments  clear,  tangible,  pos- 
itive, and  aimed  distinctly  and  nece^arily,  by  the  shortest  possible 
direction,  at  the  very  vitals  of  the  question  under  investigation. 
But  the  gentleman  upon  the  other  side,  either  from  choice  or  ne- 
cessity, has  adopted  a  different  plan.  His  arguments  stand  afar 
off;  and  it  is  only  by  a  long  circuitous  route,  tnrough  tedious  dis- 
quisitions, fine  spun  theories,  and  elaborate  sophistries,  that  he 
leads  it  to  a  point  where  it  can  bear  on  the  question  in  debate ; 
and  even  then,  allowing  all  he  contends  for,  the  connection 
is  so  slight  and  feeble,  tnat  it  can  hardly  be  seen,  except  b^  a 
microscopic  eye.  The  argument  before  us  is  a  case  in  point. 
Supposing  I  allow,  as  I  most  cheerfully  do,  that  man  is  a  moral 
agent,  it  does  not  follow  from  necessity,  nor  by  any  just  implica- 
tion, that  a  part  of  mankind  will  be  miserable  for  ever.  It  is 
only  by  a  far,  round  about  method  of  argumentation,  character- 
ized by  naked  assertions  and  unsupported  assumptions,  that  he 
attempts  to  bring  his  argument  to  bear  on  the  question. 

With  much  that  the  Elder  has  offered  in  regard  to  moral  agency, 
I  agree.  I  believe  man  is  a  moral  agent.  But  I  deny  that  his 
final  destiny  is  a  matter  within  the  sphere  of  his  agency,  or  in  any 
manner  depending  directly  upon  it.  And  the  course  of  reasoning 
by  which  he  attempts  to  prove  this,  is  illogical  and  unsound  in  the 
extreme.  Every  action,  and  every  class  of  actions,  has  consequen- 
ses  connected  with  it,  and  effects  flowing  from  it,  in  exact  porpor- 
tion  to  the  power,  ability,  resources  and  position  of  its  author.  Ef- 
fects must  correspond  with  the  causes  which  produce  them.  God 
alone  is  infinite.  Hence  his  actions  alone  can  have  infinite,  or  end- 
less consequences  connected  with  them.  Man  is  finite — ^his  strength, 
wisdom,  resources,  abilities,  are  all  finite.    His  actions,  thoughts. 
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must  b€  finite  likewise,  and  their  efiecta  and  results,  must  neces* 
earily  also  be  finite.  For  the  time  being,  and  it  may  be  in  many 
cases,  for  a  long  period,  be  must  experience  the  fruit  of  his  doings 
whether  of  pleasure  or  pain.  But  the  effects  or  results  of  his  deeds 
at  one  time,  may  be  modified,  and  entirely  obliterated  by  the  con* 
Mquences  of  his  actions  at  another  time,  or  by  the  effects  which 
flow  from  the  doings  of  fellow  creatures,  or  of  higher  grades  of 
beings.  These  reflections  are  so  obvious,  that  few  can  be  found 
who  wiU  seriously  dispnte  them.  Hence  to  maintain  that  man  at 
any  one  time,  or  in  any  given  series  of  yean>,  can  perform  an  action, 
or  any  number  of  actions,  that  will  produce  an  infinite  and  endless 
result,  either  of  evil  or  good,  is  to  take  a  position  which  overthrows 
the  first  principles  of  sound  moral  philosophy,  violates  reason  and 
contradicts  the  scriptures. 

My  friend  assumes  that  the  -ultimate  destiny  of  man  has  been 
made  to  depend,  upon  his  doings  as  an  agent,  in  this  life.  But 
this  assumptum  I  cannot  allow.  It  is  precisely  the  point  for  him 
to  prove.  I  deny  it,  and  demand  evidence  of  its  truth.  The  Bible 
does  not  assert  it — reason  yields  it  no  sanction — analogy  is  barren 
of  any  proof  in  its  behalf.  Moreover,  if  mankind  can  effect  end- 
less consequences  b^  their  evil  deeds,  they  can  produce  endless 
consequences  by  their  good  deeds.  If  they  can  justly  deserve  in- 
finite }>ain,  in  consequence  of  their  sinful  actions,  they  can  justly 
merit  infinite  happiness,  as  a  reward  for  their  righteous  actions. 
And  the  same  person  can  thus  attain  to  infinite  merit  and  infinite 
demirit/f  Sound  philosophy  compels  us  to  these  deductions,  if 
my  opponents  premises  are  correct.  He  contends  men  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  agency,  can  equitably  incur  endless  misery.  Ou  the 
same  principle  I  repeat,  thev  can  deserve  by  their  righteousness 
endless  happiness.  The  rule  must  work  both  ways.  Thus  he 
makes  salvation  by  works^  and  not  61  grace.  In  this  he  contra- 
dicts St  Paul,  in  £ph.  ii.  8.  Here  is  where  the  Elder  is  brought 
by  his  theory  into  an  inextricable  bewilderment.  He  can  not,  and 
dare  not,  insist  in  the  face  of  the  Bible,  that  salvation  is  of  iporks. 
Yet  the  grounds  he  assumes,  legitimately  result  in  that ;  and  in  for- 
getfulness  of  God's  grace  he  frequently  falls  to  repeating  scripture, 
to  prove  that  we  are  saved  by  works ;  and  then  at  another  time, 
loosing  sight  of  this  fallacy,  asserts  that  salvation  is  entirely  the 
gift  oiGod's  grace. 

It  is  true  the  Bible  addresses  man  as  a  nsoral  agent — it  is  true 
God*6  government  is  a  government  of  equitable  and  benevolent 
laws — it  is  true  man  is  endowed  with  libertv  to  obey  or  disobey 
those  laws — it  is  true  he  is  retcarded  if  he  obeys,  and  is  punished 
if  he  disobeys,  and  these  consequences  of  his  deeds  arc  certain  and 
unavoidable.  All  this  I  acknowledge  and  believe.  But  I  deny  thtt 
the  reward  of  obedience  is  endless  happiness,  or  the  punishmeut 
of  dianlHsdience,  is  endless  misery.  My  opponent  declares  that 
^  iafiiieto  an  endless  curse  as  its  pemy  ty.    This  is  one  iA 
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liis  naked  assertions.  I  call  for  the  proof.  But  I  shall  call  in  Tain. 
He  has  not  shown,  and  he  will  not,  the  slightest  evidence  that  such 
m  penalty  pertains  to  the  law  of  the  Most  High.  This  is  precisely 
the  work  before  him — the  work  he  has  engaged  to  do.  Yet  he 
strives  to  assume  it  at  the  very  outset.  I  warn  him  against  this 
course.  I  shall  take  nothing  for  granted,  on  a  subject  so  moment* 
ous  as  this. 

£lder  Holmes  acknowledged  repeatedly,  during  the  debate  on  the 
last  question,  that  God  desires  the  salvation  of  all  men — that  be 
intended  to  save  all — and  that  he  formed  his  plans  with  an  express 
design  to  save  all! !  This  admission  totally  annihilates  the  doc- 
trine he  would  build  on  the  agency  of  man.  When  God  endowed 
his  creatures  with  moral  agency,  he  must  have  clearly  foreseen 
what  use  they  would  make  of  it.  If  it  would  raise  them  to  heaven, 
he  knew  it — if  it  would  sink  any  of  them  to  endless  woe,  he  also 
well  knew  it.  Now  allow  me  to  tsk — while  the  Creator  was  de- 
tiring  and  intending  to  bring  all  mankind  ultimately  to  a  state  of 
endless  perfection  and  happiness,  while  laying  his  plans,  and  mak- 
ing all  his  arrangements  with  a  view  of  accomplishing  this  glorious 
design,  would  he  deliberately  endow  them  with  any  agency  or  pow- 
er, which  he  destinctly  foresaw  would  thwart  his  desire,  overthrow 
bis  intention*  and  destroy  his  plans  ?  In  other  words,  would  Deity 
deliberately  go  to  work  to  disappoint  his  own  desires,  and  coun- 
teract his  own  plans.  This  is  the  exact  point,  between  my  friend 
and  myself.  He  asserts  God  does  thus  virtually  pull  down  with 
one  hand,  what  he  is  endeavoring  to  build  up  with  the  other — that 
while  striving  to  save  all,  he  deliberately  puts  into  their  hands  in- 
struments to  defeat  himself,  and  destroy  their  own  happiness  for- 
ever ! !  I  maintain  that  an  infinitely  wise  God  cannot  be  guilty  of 
so  great  folly.  In  bestowing  moral  agency  on  man,  I  insist  he 
foresaw  that  so  far  from  its  proving  disastrous  to  his  purposes,  and 
ruinous  to  his  creatures,  he  knew  it  would  be  an  instrument  which 
would  aid  in  accomplishing  all  he  desired  and  designed  for  men, 
and  a  means  of  surely  elevating  them  to  higher  degrees  of  happi- 
ness than  they  could  otherwise  obtain.  I  beg  the  audience — 1  urge 
all  considerate  and  thinking  men— to  reflect  maturely  on  these  sug- 
,  gestions.  .They  are  of  vital  moment,  and  perfectly  decisive  of  the 
point  under  consideration.  Would  a  wise  and  ^ood  parent,  anxiously 
desirous  of  the  prosperity  and  happiness  of  his  beloved  child,  and 
laying  all  his  plans  to  secure  his  welfare,  voluntarily  and  know- 
ingly put  him  in  possession  of  a  gift,  which  he  clearly  foresaw 
would  prove  his  utter  ruin  ?  Not  a  parent  on  earth  would  pursue 
a  course  so  ridiculous !  Yet  this  b  the  senseless  pioceeding  my 
friend  virttiaUy  charges  on  the  all-wise  Deity ! ! ! 

Contending  as  iny  opponent  does,  that  mankind  are  moral  agents 
in  this  world,  having  the  power  to  choose  their  own  way,  and  de- 
termine their  own  actions,  ht  mast  acknowledge  that  thejr  will  con- 
tinae  moral  agenta  in  the  next  world  and  forever.    Conaisteacy  de« 
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■mads  tVw  aeknowledgmeiit  Hente  beiiw  morml  agMis  InaaodMr 
etate  of  existence — having  the  liberty  to  follow  their  own  inclina- 
tions, and  the  volitions  of  their  own  minds — who  does  not  see  that 
in  due  tine,  they  will  seek  oat  the  true  paths  of  righteousosss,  and 
walk  therein,  and  find  peace  and  happiness !  Only  allow  agency, 
opportunity  and  time,  and  it  is  self-evident  trery  human  being 
will  at  length  attain  to  this  condition !  And  whv  should  not  these 
be  allowed  ?  Who  has  forbidden  it  ?  Who  will  prevent  it  ?  Mr 
friend  will  not  allow  that  God  will  violate  man*s  agency  in  this 
work),  to  force  him  to  heaven.  To  be  consistent,  be  must  allow 
he  will  not  violate  man^s  agency  in  another  world,  to  force  him  to 
an  endless  hell !  If  there  roust  be  fone  exerted  on  a  free  moral 
agent,  for  either  purpoee,  compassion  would  demand  it  should 
be  for  the  better  rather  than  for  the  worse — to  raise  the  soul  to 
a  heaven,  where  it  might  be  purified  and  made  happy,  rather  than 
sink  it  to  a  hell  where  it  shalf  be  confirmed  in  ceaseleos  sin  and 
woe ! !  If  when  the  soul  arrives  in  another  existence,  a  being 
should  advance  to  thrust  it  down  to  endless  wailing,  could  it  not 
with  propriety  exclaim--^*  Stand  back,  if  you  please !  No  force ! 
no  compulsion ! !  I  am  a  free  moral  agents  I  was  made  so  in  the 
oUier  world — and  continue  so  in  this.  I  shall  enter  no  place  of 
torment,  I  prefer  to  tarry  where  I  am ;  and  will  reroaiii  here  despite 
all  you  can  do ! ! "  Does  my  friend  say,  God  will  not  allow  such 
a  thing,  but  will  compel  him  to  submit,  and  sink  to  eternal  wretch- 
edness ! !  What  surety  is  there  that  even  Jehovah  can  do  this  ? 
If  man  through  the  exercise  of  his  agency  defeated  God's  desire  and 
intention  to  raise  bin  to  infinite  and  endless  bliss,  why  may  he  not 
through  the  same  means  defeat  his  purpose,  to  thrust  hmi  into  cease- 
less perdition  ! !    There  is  precisely  the  same  probabilitv  that  the 

tion  in  the  fat 


sinner  could  overthrow  the  Almighty's  intention  in  the  latter 
as  the  former ! !  Or  will  it  be  said  the  Creator  will  svfier  himself 
to  be  thwarted  in  his  design  to  save  the  souls  of  men,  bat  wiU  not, 
in  his  purpose  to  torment  them !  Any  inconsistency  of  this  de- 
scription would  be  perfectly  in  keeping  with  the  philosophy  ci  the 
evangelical  theory.  Elder  Holmes,  however,  would  probably  take 
the  ground  that  in  another  world,  the  sinner  will  be  stripped  of  all 


agency,  and  be  helpless  in  the  hand  of  Omnipotence— allowed  no 
choice,  nor  voice,  in  the  awful  fate  of  endless  agonv  that  awaits 
him ! !    This  would  be  the  crowning  absurbity  of  the  loa^  cata- 


logue of  fallacies  which  characterizes  modern  orthodox  divinity — 
God  endows  man  with  moral  agency  just  long,  enougrh  to  work  his 
ENDLESS  RUIN^  and  the^  deprives  him  of  it  forever ! !  If^Tinu 
^expired. 
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[MR.  HOLMBS'  SECOND  8PZEGB.1 

Messrs.  Moderators : — My  friend  has  now  commenced  his  coarse 
of  reply  to  my  course  of  argument*  and  with  it  his  course  of  in- 
consistency and  misrepresentation.  I  supposed  he  was  arguing 
in  a  way  likely  to  malce  an  impression  on  minds  not  accustomed 
to  close  thought,  on  the  subject  of  moral  agency,  until  he  came 
to  the  following  declaration — *'  that  if  man  is  a  moral  agent  now, 
he  will  be  hereafter** — ^that  is,  man  will  not  be  a  morau  agent  in 
the  future  state,  therefore  he  is  not  a  morSi  agent  now.  Does  my 
friend  take  this  ground  ? 

M».  Austin  :— No  Sir. 

Mr.  Holmes  :~This  is  the  declaration,  and  the  argnmentative 
force  of  it  is  as  I  hare  stated.    A  disclaimer  is  of  no  use,  unless 
the  gentleman  gives  up  the  prAciples  on  which  his  argument  is 
based.    B**Bide8.  the  same  ground  has  been  taken,  sometimes  in 
in  plain  words,  and  sometimes  in  a  round  about  way,  a  score  of 
times  already  in  the  course  of  this  debate.    The  arguments  of 
Mr.  Austin  on  the  intention,  desire,  will,  sovereienty,  and  fore- 
knowledge of  Grod,  and  many  other  positions  taken  oy  him,  conflict 
directly  with  the  fact  of  man*s  moral  agency.    The  object  of  all 
these  arguments  is,  to  prove  that  all  men  vnll  certainly  be  saved, 
without  regard  to  conditions  or  contingencies  of  any  kind.    But 
this  object  could  only  be  gained  by  annihilating  the  freedom  of 
the  will  and  the  moral  agencv  of  man.    In  his  last  speech,  my 
friend  attempts  to  strengthen  this  position,  and  secure  this  object, 
by  the  declaration  alluded  to  above.    Men  are  not  moral  agents 
now,  because,  if  this  be  admitted,  it  will  follow  they  will  be  here- 
after.   Under  these  circumstances,  the  audience  and  public  will 
be  at  no  loss  in  estimating  the  proper  value  of  the  gentleman*s 
disclaimer.     It  is  no  new  thing  for  Mr.  Austin  to  argue  strenuous- 
ly for  a  position,  and  then  deny  the  fair,  logical,  and  unavoidable 
conclusion.    It  is  a  characteristic  and  prominent  feature  of  the 
argumentative  course  of  my  friend,  that  the  arguments  by  which 
he  attempts  to  prove  universal  salvation,  disprove  all  salvation — 
disprove  that  particular  constitution  and  character  of  man  which 
make  him  a  proper  subject  for  salvation  at  all-— disprove. that  plan 
of  Divine  government  which  alone  admits  of  moral  guilt,  or  the 
propriety  or  possibility  of  moral  salvation.    My  friend  knows 
this,  as  well  as  I  do ;  hence  the  disclaimers  be  finds  it  necessary 
to  enter  here  and  there,  which,  however,  have  no  other  eflect» 
than  to  exhibit  the  inconsistency  of  his  positions,  and  the  nugatory 
character  of  his  proofs. 

Mr.  Austin  says  1  am  dissatisfied  with  the  discussion  thus  far. 

The  same  remark  has  been  made  by  him  once  at  least  before. 

At  the  commencement  of  this  discussion,  I  took  it  upon  me  to 

.  prophesy  that  the  gentleman  would  cavil  and  quibble,  twist  and 
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turn,  use  sophistry,  and  pervert  scripture  and  reason ;  and  because 
I  now  and  then  call  the  attention  of  the  audience  to  the  striking 
manner  in  which  he  has  fulhlled  my  prediction,  he   retaliates  by 
alledging  that  I  am  dissatisfied  with  the  results  of  the  discussion. 
To  this  gratuitous  allegation,  I  have  no  formal  reply  to  make, 
other  than  to  assure  the  gentleman  that  if  he  will  allow  his  part 
of  this  controversy  to  go  to  the  public,  just  as  it  has  appeared  here, 
without  changing  his  position  on  those  important  questions  which 
have  incidemly  arisen — without  denying  in  the  printed  copy,  what 
ne  has  here  admitted,  or  admitting  what  he  has  here^  denied,  and 
thus  changing  the  features  of  his  arguments — 1  shall  be  the  last 
one  to  express  dissatisfaction,  or  complain  of  the  resnits  of  this 
discussion.    He  accuses  me,  too,  of  entertaining  a  feeling  of 
distrust  in  regard  to   the  integrity  of  the  human  heart.     I  ad- 
mit the  charge,  and  give  the  gentleman  credit  for  having  repre- 
sented me  correctly  in  a  single  instance.    I  used  the  very  lan- 
(^nage  of  scripture  in  what  1  said  of  the  state  of  tbe^heart,  and 
if  my  friend  objects  to  this,  his  quarrel   is  not  with  me,  but 
with  the  word  of  God.    The  more  Mr.  Austin  objects  to  me  or  my 
theological  system  on  this  ground,  the  better  I  shall  like  it.    I  do 
distrust  the  hunum  heart.    The  experience  and  observation  of 
every  succeeding  day  confirm  the  truth  of  holy  scripture,  that 
"  the  heart  is  deceitful  above  all  things,  and  desperately  wicked.** 
I  charge  it  upon  Universalism  and  the  advocates  of  that  theory, 
that  they  take  sides  with  the  •*  desperately  wicked*'  heart  of  man, 
in  his  rebellion  and  corruption,  in  opposition  to  the  truth,  the  in- 
tegrity and  purity  of  God's  law  and  government.    The  gentleman 
claims  his  doctrine  true,  because  it  has  the  suffrage  of  the  human 
heart,  which  our  Lord  declares  to  be  the  source  of  all  corruption, 
both  of  principle  and  practice —and  thus  he  glories  in  what  is  real- 
Iv  the  shame  and  condemnation  of  Universalism.     As  is  the  mor- 
al state  of  the  unsubdued  and  unrenewed  heart,  such  is  the  moral 
character  of  Universalism. 

Mr.  Austin  has  been  pleased  to  allude  to  the  character  of  my 
preaching,  with  the  view,  as  I  suppose,  of  convicting  me  of  incon- 
sistency, in  preaching  that  a  part  of  mankind  will  be  lost,  while  ( 
desire  and  believe  aU  mat/  be  saved.  On  this  point  I  will  only 
say,  my  preaching  coincides  perfectly  with  my  belief  and  desire. 
While  I  maintain  there  is  sulficient  evidence  for  believing  some 
will  be  lostf  I  also  maintain  and  believe  none  need  be  lost — there  is 
no  necessity  imposed  on  any  human  being,  to  forfeit  heaven  and 
happiness;  but,  on  the  contrary,  advantages  are  furnished  them, 
with  the  direct  view  to  secure  their  salvation ;  and  the  whole  re- 
sponsibility of  the  failure,  where  a  failure  occurs,  rests  on  man. 
And  while  I  desire  the  salvation  of  all  men,  and  believe  all  may 
be  saved»  my  faith  and  desire  are  neither  blind  nor  unintelligent, 
but  are  regulated  by,  and  founded  upon  those  great  fundamental 
""'^'^tes  which  govern  the  moral  universe,  and  determine  the 
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moral  character  and  responsibility  of  man.  I  hare  never  thought 
of  desiring,  nor  does  any  intelligent  Christian  desire,  the  salvation 
of  sinners,  on  any  other  principles  or  conditions  than  those  em- 
braced in  the  Gospel.  And  all  petitions  and  prayers,  (including 
the  prayers  of  Christ,  which  are  always  heard,)  proceed  upon  the 
same  principles.  To  sappose  either  Chnst  or  his  intelligent  dis- 
ciples desire  or  pray  for  the  salvation  of  sinners,  under  the  influ- 
ence of  blind  svmpathy,  without  regard  to  man*8  responsibility,  or 
the  fixed  principles  of  God*s  government,  is  to  suppose  them  anx- 
ious to  overturn  what  it  is  their  duty  to  confirm  and  establish^ 
I'he  claims  of  the  Divine  law,  and  the  stability  of  the  Divine 
throne,  are  paramount  considerations  in  the  teachings  and  prayers 
of  Jesus  Christ,  and  all  his  intelligent  disciples. 

As  was  anticipated,  Mr.  Austin  has  appealed  to  parents  and 
children,  who  are  told  that  I  have  attempted  to  prove  that  the 
children  of  the  one,  and  the  parents  of  the  other,  will  be  endlessly 
mi?crable.  This  is  certainly  an  instance  of  singular  modesty.  To 
give  any  force  or  effect  to  this  appeal,  it  must  first  appear  that  your 
children  and  parents  have  lived  in  rejection  of  the  Gospel,  and 
difd  without  fiope.  With  characteristic  consistency  and  modesty, 
the  gentleman  assumes  this  to  be  the  fact  —or  that  it  will  be,  in 
or.ler  to  force  an  unjust  conclusion  upon  me.  But  the  effect  of 
this  effort  will  recoil  upon  himself.  His  design  is  too  apparent. 
He  wishes  to  mystify  and  impair  your  judgments,  by  e.vciting  a 
feeling  of  opposition  to  what  he  falsely  al ledges  to  be  my  object 
in  this  discussion.  I  denvthis  issue,  and  repel  the  imputation  as 
illiberal  and  unjust.  I  nave  not  undertaken  any  such  work  as 
the  gentleman  asi^igns  me.  I  am  not  here  in  the  character  of  a 
ju  Ige,  but  of  an  advocate — not  an  advocate  for  the  final  salvation 
of  those  who  despise  the  tiches  of  God^s  grace,  and  spurn  his  au- 
thority, but  for  the  truth  and  holiness  of  the  Divine  law,  and  the 
fearful  and  immutable  character  of  its  sanctions.  The  final  appli- 
cition  of  this  law,  I  leave  to  the  determination  of  Him  who  has 
Slid,  by  the  mouth  of  his  hol^  Apostle,'*  We  must  all  appear  before 
the  judgment  seat  of  Christ,  that  every  one  may  receive  the 
things  done  in  his  body,  according  to  that  he  hath  done,  whether 
it  be  good  or  bad.*' — (2  Cor.  v.  10.) 

Mr.  Austin  has  said  a  great  many  things  during  this  debate,  in  re- 
gard to  the  course  that  wonid  be  adopted  by  a  Kpod  father — from 
which  he  argues  and  concludes  relative  to  the  Divine  conduct,  as 
Father  of  the  human  family.  On  this  point,  we  have  already  join- 
ed issue  with  him ;  but  we  wish  still  further  to  ask  now,  if  the 
whole  force  of  this  argument  does  not  stand  against  the  gentle- 
man's doctrine  ?  Is  there  a  father  in  this  assembly,  who,  in  case 
he  had  a  rebellious  son,  who  refused  wholesome  restraints,  and 
would  not  be  reformed,  would  hesitate,  as  a  final  resort,  to  sepa- 
rate him  from  the  rest  of  the  family,  lest  he  should  corrupt  their 
■loralt  and  destroy  the  happiness  of  the  whole  circle  ?    And  this 
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is  preoissljr  vhat  I  maintain  God  will  do  with  the  wUlful  and  iiieor- 
rigible  amon^  his  subjects.  Those  who  will  not  be  refor.ned  by 
moral  influence,  and  the  operations  of  moral  government,  will  be 
separated  from  the  blessings  of  that  g^orernaient,  and  given  up  to 
the  consequences  of  their  own  rebellion. 

The  gentleman  also  told  you  that  I  will  attempt  to  prore  that 
God,  for  his  own  pleasure,  did  fore-ordain  sin  and  a  state  of  misery, 
when  he  brought  his  government  into  existence.    This  is  wholly 

fratuitous.  1  have  attempted  no  such  thing,  nor  shall  I,  unless  I 
ecome  a  Universalist.  In  that  case,  I  shall  probably  take  a  course 
'similar  to  that  pursued  by  Mr.  Austin  in  tnis  discussion,  though 
I  think  I  shall  enieavor  to  be  more  fair  and  honorable  in  my  plan 
of  argument.  But,  in  relation  to  the  doctrinal  point  here  referred 
to,  should  I  become  a  Universalist,  I  should  labor  to  establish  it ; 
and  my  success  herein  would  be  essential  to  the  salvation  of  my 
svstem.  This  is  the  very  doctrine  which,  more  than  any  other, 
Mr.  Austin  has  sought  to  establish  for  the  last  three  days.  He 
has  made  a  great  effort  to  prove  the  will  of  God  respecting  his 
creatures  is  absolute  and  unco}iditional — ^that  his  will  is  always 
done — that  he  doeth  all  his  pleasure — that  is,  that  he  is  pleased 
with  all  events  just  as  they  occur — that  fore-knowledj^e  and  pre- 
destination are  identical — hence,  as  God  knows  all  things,  he  does 
all  things,  and  is  pleased  with  all  things.  Moreover,  as  sin  exists, 
the  gentleman  tells  us  God  has  been  pleased  to  introduce  this  state 
of  things,  as  the  best  means  of  disciplining  his  children,  and  making 
them  more  holy  and  happy  hereafter.  All  this,  and  much  that  is 
still  more  revolting  and  blasphemous,  has  the  gentleman  contended 
for  here,  to  establish  his  doj^ma  of  unconditional,  universal  salva- 
tion. Listen  to  the  following  language  in  one  of  his  speeches: 
'*  How  could  they  (men)  realize  and  enjoy  the  felicities  of  higher 
states  of  being,  if  they  had  not  once  been  called  to  suffer  sickness^ 
pain,  misfortune,  and  the  last  great  evil,  death  7  •  •  •  And  it 
IS  for  these  all-gracious  and  all-sufficient  reasons,  I  repeat,  that  the 
wise  and  good  Heavenly  Parent  has  created  his  moral  o&pring 
subject  to  imferfeciion.^  Without  directing  vour  attention  particu- 
larly to  the  inexcusable  blunder  of  the  gentleman,  in  supposing  a 
man  must  be  sick  in  order  to  be  healthy,  must  die  in  order  to  en- 
joy life,  the  point  worthy  of  remark  in  this  quotation  is,  that 
God  **  created  his  moral  offspring  subject  to  imperfection^'*  in  order 
to  make  them  more  holy  and  nappy  hereafter — that  they  mizht 
more  f ull  v  **  realize  and  enjoy  the  felicities  of  higher  states  of  oe- 
ing.**  The  plain  meaning  of  this  is,  that  *•  moral  imperfection" 
was  a  necessary  means  of  promoting  moral  perfection.  It  requires 
no  great  experience  in  the  art  of  reasoning,  to  trace  out  the  logical 
conclusion  from  such  premises.  As  men  can  only  be  made  pro- 
perly to  *'  realize  and  enjoy'*  holiness  and  happiness,  by  first  be- 
coming sinfkl  and  oonupt,  hence  God  was  bound,  by  the  benevo- 
lence of  his  nature,  to  introduce  sin,  and  U9e  such  means  as  woqld 
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weewre  mmfs  mhft^ion  to  sin ;  and,  moreorer,  «•  tin  beeomeB  es- 
eenthd  to  the  attaimnent  of  a  high  and  dorious  end,  God  is  bound 
to  Uwe  sin,  as  he  loves  the  final  aim  and  design  of  his  ^Temment. 
Is  it  trae,  then,  that  God  **  cannot  look  upon  sin  with  the  least 
degree  of  allowance  ?"  We  can  understand  from  this,  what  Mjr . 
Austin  means  by  God's  will  and  pleasure.  He  means  that  God 
positively  and  absolutely  wills  and  takes  pleasure  in  all  events, 
sin  not  excepted,  as  the  agencies  adopted  by  himself,  to  accom- 
plish his  high  desi^^n,  the  final  holiness  and  liappiness  of  all  men. 
Such  is  Universalism,  and  such  the  doctrine  of  my  fnend,  as  set 
forth  by  him  in  bis  discussion  of  the  second  question.  God  is 
eontndicted,  dishonored,  blasphemed — man  becomes  passive  and 
irresponsible-r-and  sin  desirabie  and  lovely.  Judge  now  of  the 
gentleman's  consistency,  not  to  say  effrontery,  in  wheeling  direct- 
ly about,  and  commencing  the  debate  on  the  third  question,  by  ob- 
jecting and  setting  forth,  that  I  am  about  to  prove,  or  attempt  to 
prove,  that  God  ordained  and  takes  pleasure  in  sin  and  misery ! ! ! 

The  view  I  intend  to  advocate  of  sId,  and  of  God*s  government, 
in  the  discussion  of  this  proposition,  is  precisely  what  I  have  all 
along  maintained.  It  may  be  expressed  as  follows  :  God's  gov- 
ernment is  moral — man  is  a  moral  agent,  his  will  is  free — moral 
government  and  moral  agency  necessarily  admit  the  possibility  of 
■in — man  is  a  sinner,  not  by  the  influence  or  agency  of  God,  di- 
rect or  indirect — the  gospel  is  intended  to  save  men  from  sin  and 
its  consequences — ^its  benefits  are  proffered  to  all— the^  are  condi- 
tional, and  none  will  be  finally  lost,  except  such  as  willfully  neg- 
lect or  reject  the  means  of  salvation.  Finally,  as  man  is  a  mnner 
by  his  own  fault,  so,  those  who  are  finally  lost,  are  alone  respon- 
sible for  the  dreadful  issue  of  their  probationary  being.  Their  re- 
flection must  ever  be,  **  I  knew  my  duty,  but  1  did  it  not." 

In  reply  to  my  first  argument,  the  gentleman  admits  the  doc- 
trine of  moral  agency,  to  a  certain  extent.  What  does  he  mean 
by  being  free  to  a  certain  extent  ? — does  be  mean  a  part  of  the  will 
is  free,  and  a  part  not  free  ?  If  so,  will  he  tell  us  what  part 
free,  and  what  part  bound  ?  Or  does  he  mean  to  say  men  are  fr«e 
a  part  of  the  time,  and  a  part  of  the  time  controlled  irresistibly  ? 
If  this  be  the  view,  it  seems  important  that  we  should  know  what 
portion  of  our  time  we  act  freely,  and  what  portion  of  our  time  we 
are  so  controlled  as  to  be  free  from  moral  responsibility,  as  also 
how  we  are  to  determine  when  we  are  bound,  and  when  we  are 
free.  When  the  gentleman  shall  have  explained  himself  on  these 
points,  we  will  endeavor  to  give  the  subject  a  more  full  considera- 
tion. In  the  meantime,  let  the  gentleman  remember  that  he  can- 
not separate  a  moral  action  from  the  agent  acting-f-that  in  morals, 
the  action  and  actor  are  insepcuuble — and  that  whatever  merit  or 
demerit  belongs  to  one,  belojin  also  to  the  other.  If,  therefore, 
be  denies  moral  agency,  as  to  final  results,  he  at  the  same  time  de- 
feat moMl  Tiftue,  mmX  pimiie-wotthin^ss  or  appcobatioBf  and 
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moral  happiness;  and  hence,  be  imposes  upon  the  Deity  ayfim/ 
ttite  o/t'iiags,  in  which  mv)ral  desert,  m9ral  approbation  and  hap* 
piness,  have  no  existence.  **  GoJ,  the  Aathor  of  all  our  enjoj- 
merits,  hi3  wilhJ  us  to  be  moral  hci(i;^.s.  for  (without  thiv)  he 
coM  not  will  ui  to  be  flippy*  in  the  noblest  sense  of  that  term. — 
(Brown's  Philosophy,  vol.  2.  p.  2.33.)  In  the  dissertations  which 
Mr.  Austin  real  to  us  in  his  IiAt  half  hour,  we  have  the  same 
gronnilefs  asmmptions  repeated,  which  have  (i;?ured  so  largely  in 
all  he  has  said.  He  says  (  am  endeavoring  to  overthrow  Grod's 
purpose  and  will.  An  I  how  does  he  m  itce  out  this  charg^e  ?  Whv* 
ne  hrst  asmmei  thtt  God's  purpose  and  will  areju^^t  wh.athe  woald 
have  them— he  alled^es  it  to  be  the  purpose  of  Crod  that  all  men 
should  be  finally  holy  and  hippy,  whether  they  obey  or  dtsobev' 
the  liws  and  conditions  of  their  bein^ — that  it  is  God*8  will  all 
should  be  saved,  whetherthey  obey  or  dis»i bey,  believe  or  reject 
the  Gospel.  Need  I  spend  time  in  showing  the  futility  of 
this  process  of  reasoning.'  He  begs  the  question,  and  then  as- 
sumes  it  to  be  proved,  a  course  wholly  unworthy  a  discussion  of 
this  kind.  And  yet  I  suppose  he  will  continue  thia  method  in 
every  speech  he  makes,  since,  if  he  is  not  allowed  this  latitude,  he 
will  have  nothing  to  say.  I  refer  to  this  subject  here,  for  the  par- 
pose  of  reminding  the  audienci  and  public,  that  these  flourishes 
and  declamatory  harangues  are  without  a  logical  basis,  and  posftess 
not  one  element  of  sound  argument.  Let  the  gentlem.in  prov4 
that  God  wills,  desires,  purposes  the  nltimate  happiness  and  boh- 
ness  of  every  man,  in  a  sovereign,  absolute  way,  irrespective  of 
moral  government,  moral  agency,  and  moral  cfutracter,  and  then, 
and  not  till  then,  will  he  have  a  foundation  for  his  argument. 
Until  then,  he  is  filling  up  his  time  with  mere  trash.  1  now  pre- 
sent my  #tfcon(i  argument  to  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  question, 
based  on  the  nature  and  immutability  of 

THE  MORA.L  ATTRIBUTES  OF  GOD. 

The  attributes  here  referred  to,  are  holiness,  goodnevs,  and  wis- 
dom.  By  the  holiness  of  God,  we  mean  the  infinite  purity  ^nd  ret" 
titude  of  the  divine  character.  It  signifies  that  the  divine  nature  ia 
at  an  infinite  distance  from  sin.  By  the  goodness  of  God,  we  un- 
derstand the  natural  and  eternal  benevolence  of  his  character: 
the  possession  of  a  disposition  to  confer  happiness  upon  his  crea- 
tures. By  the  wisdom  of  God,  we  mean  the  infinite  intelligence 
of  God,  under  the  guidance  of  which,  he  makes  all  his  displays  of 
holiness,  goodness  and  power. 

In  establishing  a  government,  God  would  conform  it  to  the  na- 
ture and  dem^ds  of  his  own  attributes. 

His  wisdom  woM  be  seen  in  the  nature  and  design  of  his  gov- 
ernment, and  in  the  adaption  of  its  ]{arts  to  each  other,  and  to  the 
end  proposed. 

H^  goodnssi  would  prerent  his  bringing  into  ezlstence  intelli* 
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gent  beings,  withovt  the  power  to  acquire  and  enjoj  happiness. 
On  the  contrary,  it  would  require  him  to  give  them  such  a  coosti- 
ttttion  as  would  secure  their  happiness,  unless  its  laws  and  condi- 
tions were  violated,  and  power  also  to  presenre  them  unimpaired. 

The  holxMU  of  God  would  not  onlv  prevent  his  using  any  ac- 
tive agency,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  Bring  sin  into  existence,  but 
it  would  lead  him  to  use  such  means  as  were  not  subversive  of  bis 
government,  to  prevent  it.  As  the  holiness  of  God  is  infinite,  so 
bis  opposition  to  sin  is  infinite :  hence,  he  would  be  bound  by  the 
law  of  his  own  nature,  to  employ  the  strongest  motives  possible, 
to  prevent  the  introduction  of  sin  into  his  moral  universe,  while,  at 
the  »ame  time,  these  motives  should  be  of  such  a  character  as  not 
to  subvert  the  moral  or  responsible  character  of  man  as  a  subject 
of  God's  moral  government. 

The  sources  whence  these  motives  would  be  drawn,  are  his  good- 
ness and  justice.  His  goodness  would  furnish  the  strongest  mo- 
tive to  obedience,  that  could  possibly  be  drawn  from  that  source, 
and  so  also  his  justice.  Woile,  therefore,  the  goodness  of  Ood 
would  make  an  infinite  display  of  benevolence,  to  inspire  confi- 
dence, excite  affection,  and  secure  allegiance,  the  justice  of  God 
would  make  an  infinite  display  of  God*8  opposition  to  sin,  by  the 
penal  enact  orients  of  the  divine  law.  Reasonmg  a  priori  from  the 
attributes  of  God  to  the  nature  of  his  government,  and  the  means 
employed  to  preserve  it  free  from  sin,  we  cannot  conceive  of  any- 
thing less  than  this,  as  answering  the  end  proposed,  or  harmonizing 
with  the  Divine  attributes. 

But  if  God  displays  his  infinite  opposition  to  sin,  with  the  view 
of  preventing  it,  or  punishing  it  when  it  occurs,  (as  he  is  required 
to  do  by  his  infinite  holiness,)  this  can  only  be  done  by  enacting 
the  severest  penalty  the  nature  of  the  case  admits — a  penalty  which 
would  involve  eternal  loss — the  forfeiture  of  those  positive  bles- 
sing made  sure  to  the  holy  and  obedient.  We  can  see  no  way  to 
avoid  this  conclusion.  Any  thing  less  than  this,  would  come  short 
of  meeting  the  nature  and  demands  of  the  case,  as  much  as  the  dif- 
ference between  finite  and  infinite.  It  would  be  to  contravene  the 
nature  of  God,  and  resist  and  suppress  the  tendencies  of  holiness. 
Thus  we  see  the  moral  attributes  concur  in  opposing  and  visiting 
sin  by  capital  punishment :  that  is,  by  the  strongest  possible  motive 
that  penalty  can  present  to  the  human  mind. 

And  we  reach  the  same  conclusion  by  considering  the  attributes 
of  God  as  immutable.  What  the  attributes  of  God  weie,  in  the  un- 
fathomed  depths  of  past  eternity,  or  when  God*s  moral  universe 
was  first  brought  into  be'<ng,  in  obedience  to  the  fiat  of  omnipotence, 
ami  his  laws  were  published  to  his  moral  subjects,  they  are  noir, 
and  ever  vfill  be.  if,  when  his  government  was  established,  and 
his  laws  extended  over  his  moral  realms,  his  attributes  required 
him  to  present  the  strongest  motives  against  sin,  and  enact  the  se- 
verest possible  penalty  as  its  punishment,  the  same  moral  neces- 
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Bity  still  exists,  and  will  exist  ever,  commeDsarate  with  the  con- 
tinuance of  an  equitable  divine  administration.  Moreover,  what 
has  been,  and  is  now  required  by  the  attributes  of  God — what  has 
been  and  is  now  consistent  with  the  attributes  of  God,  will  always 
be  required,  and  always  be  consistent  in  regard  to  the  subjects  of 
his  moral  government. 

It  has  always  been  required  that  the  sinner  be  punished  with 
death,  on  account  of  bis  sins.  It  has  been  consistent  with  the  at- 
tributes of  God,  that  this  penalty  should  reign  over  the  ungodly  for 
six  thousand  years.  No  sinner  has  escaped  it,  except  by  believing 
in  Christ.  Hence,  as  the  attri!)utes  and  government  of  Gk>d  are,  io 
their  principl«*s  and  essence,  changeless,  we  argue  that  the  penal- 
ty— the  severest  penalty  the  case  will  admit  of — enacted  to  deter 
from  sin,  and  punish  transgression,  will  always  hold  its  power 
over  the  guilty  and  incorrigible  sinner. 

We  have,  therefore,  ail  the  moral  force  which  the  nature  and  im- 
mutability of  God's  attributes  can  furnish  in  support  of  moral  gov- 
ernment, to  prove  the  doctrine  of  the  irretrievable  perdition  of  the 
ungodly.  The  foundation  of  this  argument  is  in  the  divine  char- 
acter, and  its  soundness  and  force  are  equal  to  the  moral  perfection 
and  immutability  of  God. 

We  next  present  our  third  argument, 

DRAWN  FROM  THE  ANALOGY  OF  NATURE. 

GoJ*s  Government  is  the  same  in  its  principles  and  bearings,  as 
it  extends  over  all  its  subjects,  and  all  worlds.  In  this  world  we 
see  but  a  part  of  it — but  the  incipient  stages  of  its  operations.  Yet 
what  we  see  here,  is  an  index  of  what  is  unseen.  The  revelation 
of  principles,  and  development  of  facts,  in  the  government  of  God 
in  this  world,  are  data  from  which  we  may  safely  infer  what  will 
be  the  principles,  facts,  and  practical  results,  of  his  administration 
under  its  more  advanced  stages. 

Moral  laws  or  causes  produce  their  results  as  certainly  as  those 
that  are  physical,  unless  counteracted  by  supernatural  power. 
Hence,  when  we  see  the  operation  of  a  law  in  the  moral  govern* 
ment  of  God,  producing  its  certain  results  in  this  life,  we  must  in- 
fer, (as  God's  government  is  changeless,)  that  the  same  law  will 
operate  always,  and  always  produce  the  same  results.  This,  I  say, 
we  must  infer,  unless  God  does  specifically  inform  us,  that  he  in- 
tends, at  a  particular  stage  of  his  proceedings,  to  counteract  the  ten- 
dencyjof  such  law,  and  produce  a  change. 

Now,  if  this  view  of  the  divine  government  be  correct,  (and  I  see 
no  defect  in  it,)  we  are  bound  by  the  established  constitution  of 
things — by  the  operation  and  known  results  of  the  laws  under 
which  we  are  placed  in  this  world,  to  conclude  in  favor  of  the  fu- 
ture and  endless  unhappiness  of  the  wicked. 

The  moral  constitution  of  thin^  under  which  we  are  placed,  and 
by  which  we  are  governed,  which  confers  its  rewards,  and  deals 
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out  its  pamshmeiTfs  to  man  in  this  life,  \n  established  by  Ood  him* 
self,  and  in  its  bearings  and  final  issues,  has  the  sanction  of  bis  au- 
thority. 

But  it  is  a  fact,  that  under  this  moral  constitution,  the  happiness 
of  man  is  contingent.  It  is  a  matter  of  every  day  experience  and 
obsertration.  Every  man  knows  that  his  temporal,  as  well  as^his 
moral  happiness,  depends  upon  the  course  he  takes ;  that  his  hap- 
piness to-morrow,  depends  in  a  great  measure  upon  his  conduct  to- 
day— and  his  happiness  next  year,  depends  upon  his  conduct  this 
year.  This  principle  governs  the  whole  of  man's  earthlv  existence. 
To  squander  the  morning  of  life  in  idleness  and  vice,  which  should 
be  employed  in  cultivating  the  mind  and  heart,  and  acquiring  a 
useful  education,  is  to  lay  the  sure  foundation  for  misery  and  wretch- 
edness in  manhood  and  old  age.  Education,  respectability,  wealth, 
«nd  happiness,  are  so  suspended  upon  our  own  conduct,  that  with- 
out design,  effort,  and  perseverance,  we  forfeit  the  whole. 

Here,  then,  the  doctrine  of  human  probation,  as  a  preparation  for 
happiness,  governs  the  destinies  of  man  in  thU  life.  Our  youthful 
years  are  our  probation  for  happiness  and  prosperity  in  the  advanced 

Periods  of  human  life,  and  if  this  be  squandered,  or  misimproved,  the 
appiness  which  would  otherwise  follow  is  forfeited.  Nor  would 
the  case  be  altered,  were  human  life  continued  now,  as  long  as  it 
was  in  the  days  of  Methuselah  or  even  were  this  world  to  be  our 
eternal  state,  still,  happiness  would  depend  on  these  contingencies, 
and  human  destiny  be  governed  by  the  doctrine  of  probation.  To 
suppose  otherwise,  would  be  to  suppose,  at  some  future  time,  a  sub- 
version of  the  moral  government  of  God  as  it  now  exists,  and  an 
abrupt  change  in  the  divine  administration. 

And  can  we  suppose,  with  any  consistency  whatever,  that  the 
laws  and  principles  which  govern  man^s  happiness  and  destiny,  be- 
come changed,  simply  because  man  has  changed  his  place  of  resi- 
dence? Whether  we  live  in  the  State  of  New  York,  or  Michigan, 
we  are  under  the  government  of  the  United  States,  and  amenable 
to  its  laws.  And  have  we  escaped  the  government  of  God,  and 
the  operation  of  his  laws,  simply  because  we  have  passed  out  of 
this  world,  into  some  other  part  of  his  dominions  ?  No  one  will 
pretend  this,  and  if  not,  then  it  follows  that  the  same  fundamental, 
changeless  principles  of  moral  law,  which  preside  over  the  happi- 
nesis  and  destinies  of  men  in  this  world,  will  also  preside  there,  and 
deal  out  there,  as  they  have  here,  their  results,  with  an  exact  and 
impartial  hand.  As  man*s  present  happiness  is  contingent,  so  also 
is  his  future  happiness.  As  his  happiness  in  this  life  depends  on 
the  improvement  of  a  probation,  so  the  whole  of  this  life  is  a  pro- 
bation for  eternity. 

Moreover,  it  often  h  ippens  under  the  government  of  God  in  this 
life,  that  men  are  punished  without  remedy.  The  consequences  of 
their  sins  follow  them  to  the  last  moment  of  their  lives,  resulting  in 
the  forfeiture  of  life  itself,  or  catting  them  off  from  the  most  desi- 
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nbM  bloa8iiif;«  while  life  eoDtiraee.  SoMetimes  thk  it  doae  kv 
the  actaal  iftuction  of  penalty  for  crime,  by  which  life  is  forfeited* 
or  liberty  during  life.  But  aometimee  it  is  effected  in  the  way  of 
natural  consequence.  Men  stain  their  characters  by  crime,  or  de- 
stroy their  health  by  sinful  indulgence,  or  waste  their  property  and 
reduce  them^elTes  to  poverty  and  want  by  prodigality.  These  ooa^ 
sequences  of  their  eril  deeds  continue  during  life:  against  them 
is  no  remedy.  Here,  then,  so  far  as  this  life  is  concerned,  God% 
laws  and  goremmeat  create  and  authorize  endless  punishment. 

Thus  we  see  the  voice  of  nature,  and  the  analogy  of  God*s  gov- 
ernment in  this  world,  confirm  the  doctrine  for  which  we  contend, 
showing  that  future  ponishment,  and  even  the  eternity  of  that  pun- 
ishment, is  but  the  leg^itimate  result  of  the  sinner^s  voluntary  con- 
duct, under  the  operation  of  laws  now  incorporated  into  the  gov- 
ernment of  GkMl,  and  yielding  their  certain  f  nuts  in  thia  present  lifek 

For  if  it  now  accords  with  the  attributes  and  govermpent  of  God, 
that  man  should  be  punished  wUhoul  remedtf,  it  is  fair  to  preeume, 
even  had  we  no  revelation  to  confirm  it,  that  if  we  reject  the  gos* 
pel,  spend  our  lives  in  sin,  and  die  unrepentant  and  unforgiven — 
God  may  and  will,  without  any  departure  from  the  principles  of  his 
changeless  government,  cut  us  off  from  the  hope  of  sabnstiont  and 
deliver  as  over  to  eternal  pafiiahmeftt.-T[rime  tx^red. 


[BUI.  AUSTIN'S  SCOOMD  RCPLT.] 

Oenttemen  Myderators: — tn  commencing  this  reply,  I  will  pro- 
ceed at  once  to  the  consideration  of  the  arguments  Rider  Hohnes 
has  introduced  in  his  last  speech,  and  then  attend  to  several  inci- 
dental matters  which  require  notice.  His  second  argument  in  sup- 
port of  the  doctrine  of  endless  misery,  he  attempts  to  build  on  the 
nature  and  immutability  of  God*8  moral  attributes.  If  he  could 
prove  by  a  legitimate  course  of  reasoning,  that  the  Deity  possesses 
any  Attribute  which  would  lead  him  to  create  countless  numbers 
of  beings,  expressly  to  inflict  enJless  torture  upon  them,  or  volun- 
tarily to  expofe  them  to  a  doom  so  infinitely  awful— or  that  it  would 
be  necessary  to  inflict  such  an  evil,  as  a  punishment,  to  satisfy  the 
well  grounded  claims  of  an  Attribute  of  the  Creator — then  he  would, 
indeed,  lay  down  a  foundation  stone,  on  which  he  could  begin  to 
sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  In  reji^rd  to  the  nrst  of 
these  sugs^stions,  my  opponent  will  not  even  pretend  Grod  has  anf 
attribnte  which  would  urge  him  to  create  men  expre^y  to  toiment 
them  forever,  or  to  expose  them  to  such  a  fate.  Hence  it  must  be 
upon  the  other  supposition,  that  he  can  attempt  to  atlvance  any 
thing  that  looks  like  an  argument,  in  support  of  his  theory,  from 
the  Attributes  of  Grod.  The  only  attribute  which  it  is  pretended 
can  put  forth  a  claim  of  the  nature  referred  to,  is  Justice.  Does 
«kA  ii^stice  of  the  Creator  claim  the  wretchedness  of  a  human  be** 
Hb  rightful  due  f    If  his  argument  aimed  at  any  thing,  it 
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I  designed  to  prore  the  affimmthfe  of  this  position.  How  has 
1%^  sncseeded  in  this  attempt  ?  Let  his  far-fetched  argament  be  re- 
viewed, and  it  will  be  seen  he  has  not  made  the  slightest  aetaal  ap« 
proach  towards  establishing  sneh  a  claim  for  Jastice.  In  ray  arga- 
ment from  the  Jastice  of  God,  on  the  preceding  qnestion,  I  showed 
that  the  views  of  Jastice  entertained  by  orthodox  theologians,  are 
of  the  most  anreasonableand  abhorrent  nature.  I  know  the  Elder 
complained  that  I  misrepresented  his  positions  on  the  snbjeet.  Bat 
I  am  not  conscious  of  navinff  done  so.  My  groand  was  that  the 
orthodox  view  of  Justice  made  it  virtually  a  principle  of  Revenge  f 
I  appeal  to  th^  descriptions  of  Gk>d's  justice  which  hare  been  made 
by  partial tst  theologians,  for  ages  past,  for  the  correctness  of  my 
position.  Hear  the  definition  which  the  orthodox  Cruden  gives  of 
that  Attribute,  in  his  Concordance.  He  says  €rod*s  **  Revmging 
Justice**  will  be  manifest  in  punlshmg  the  bodies  of  the  wicked 
with  eternal  torments.  Moreover,  it  was  made  clear  in  my  aigu- 
ment,  that  the  claims  of  infinite  Justice,  when  ri||;htly  understood, 
reiqalred  that  an  existence  upon  which  sentient  beings  have  entered, 
without  any  knowledge,  volition,  or  choice  on  their  part«  should 
not  be  allowed  to  result  in  an  endless  evil  to  them !  My  friend 
kas  not  overturned  this  conddsion,  nor  even  attempted,  with  any 
serious  effort  to  weaken  it.  Until  he  does  that,  hit  present  argu- 
ment from  the  moral  Attributes  of  God,  is  without  the  slightest 
wcigfit. 

In  framing  this  argument,  he  has  made  some  declarations  in 
which  I  perfectly  agree  with  him.  But  there  are  other  assertions 
singularly  illogical  and  sophistical.  He  sa^s  the  holiness  of  God 
would  not  allow  him  to  bring  sin  into  existence.  This  is  self- 
evident.  It  is  so  clearly  self-evident,  that  I  cannot  conceive  why 
the  declaration  was  made,  except  to  reiterate  his  old  charge, 
that  according  to  Universalism  God  is  the  author  of  sin.  I  hava 
already  repuoiated  this  allegation  in  terms  sufficiently  clear  to  sat- 
isfy the  the  candid  portion  of  the  audience.  Sin  is  but  an  inci- 
dental eflect — temporary  in  its  nature,  its  influence  and  duration 
from  which  men  can  be  saved  by  light  and  truth.  In  bestowing 
that  moral  agency,  or  freedom  on  man,  which  mj  friend  unites 
with  me  in  believing  he  possesses,  it  was  impossible  he  shoiild 
be  empowered  to  exercise  it,  without  involving  a  liability  to  sin. 
Man  is  the  sole  author  of  his  own  sinfulness,  in  the  misuse  of  the 
highest  and  noblest  power  his  Creator  bestowed  upon  him.  My 
opponent  also  charges  me  with  maintaining  that  sin  makes  men 
better  hereafter  than  they  would  have  been  without  it.  I  have 
taken  no  position  of  this  description.  The  (pound  I  occupy  is 
this,  that  the  gift  of  that  Moral  Freedom  which  involves  a  lia' 
bUUg^  (not  a  necessity)  to  sin,  is  one  of  the  highest  blessings  be- 
stowed on  man^ — elevating  him  to  degrees  of  holiness  and  hapjn- 
Qess^  to  which  he  could  not  otherwise  attain.  Notwithstanding 
itt  the  sjtercist  of  his  moral  ^eadom,  ha  falls  into  tenporary  aiBt 
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jet  thei^eral  and  final  benefits  arising  from  this  great  gift,  will 
infinitely  transcend  any  eril  which  may  for  a  season,  attend  the 
use  to  which  he  may  devote  it.  Hence  it  was  bestowed  upon 
him,  althongh  he  might  misuse  it  for  a  time,  for  the  greater  good 
which  would  ultimately  fiow  from  its  possession. 

Elder  Holmes  assures  us  that  God  could  not  prevent  the  intro- 
duction of  sin  without  coercing  his  creatures  Into  obedience.  This 
implies  that  he  could  have  prevented  the  introduction  of  sin,  if  he 
had  been  pleased  to  coerce  man  to  obedience.  This  matter,  then, 
was  subject  to  the  decision  of  Deity.  He  could  prevent  the  intro- 
duction of  sin,  or  not,  as  he  pleased.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that 
the  consequences  of  sin,  were  clearly  known  to  him.  An  inquiry 
here  arises,  which  appeals  at  once  to  our  common  sense.  If  Je- 
hovah foresaw  that  in  case  he  allowed  sin  to  exist,  it  would  make 
innumerable  myriads  of  his  o&pring  its  endless  captives,  and 
bring  eternal  wretchedness  upon  them— would  he  not  have  pre- 
vented its  existence,  even  though  he  had  been  compelled  to  resort 
to  coercion  t  In  the  supposed  condition  of  things,  the  choice  of 
two  ways  was  before  the  Creator— either  to  coerce  men  from  the 
influence  of  sin,  and  thus  save  them  from  its  power,  and  bring 
them  all  to  holiness  and  happiness,  or  to  refrain  from  all  coercion, 
and  allow  millions  to  fall  into  endless  perdition,  whom  he  could 
have  saved  by  the  slightest  exercise  of  his  power ! !  In  such  an 
alternative,  can  an^  man  in  his  senses,  doubt  which  course  would 
be  adopted  by  a  wise  and  good  Deity  ?  Which  is  of  the  most 
importance  to  man  himself,  to  exist  free  from  all  coercion  and 
fall  into  ceaseless  misery,  or  to  be  placed  under  compulsion  and 
be  made  infinitely  holy  and  happy.  Is  there  a  human  bein^  who 
would  hesitate  an  instant,  as  to  the  choice  he  would  make  in  re- 
gard to  this  matter  ?  There  can  be  nothing  more  absurd  than 
the  views  which  have  long  been  inculcated  on  this  subject,  by  the 
limitarian  clergy.  The  idea  that  God  gave  his  creatures  a  free- 
dom which  he  knew  they  would  exercise  to  their  certain  and  end- 
less destruction — and  then  is  so  wonderfully  opposed  to  putting 
the  least  restraint  upon  them,  or  to  the  exercise  of  the  slightest 
coercion,  that  he  would  rather  see  them  sink  to  a  condition  where 
they  will  blaspheme  his  name,  and  curse  their  existence  forever, 
is  one  which  violates  all  enlightened  conceptions  of  our. heavenly 
Father.  If  an  earthly  parent  saw  his  child,  under  the  influence 
of  a  blinding  fascination,  w^andering  to  the  brink  of  a  terrific  cat- 
aract, heedless  of  his  warnings  and  exhortations,  would  he  not  be 
justified  in  seizing  hold  of  him  and  compelling  him  to  turn  back  t 
Yea,  would  he  not  be  considered  a  monster  violating  every  duty  of 
a  parent  and  a  man,  if  he  neglected  to  exercise  such  compulsion  to 
save  his  child !  My  opponent  and  all  his  class  of  theologians,  cast 
the  deepest  disparagement  on  the  Father  of  all  men,  in  repre- 
senting that  he  will  deliberately  behold  his  own  children  in  vast 
crowds,  under  the  delusive  influence  of  sin,  fall  into  the  gulf  of 
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endless  agony,  withont  reaching  forth  his  Almighty  Arm,  to  ar- 
rest their  course,  lest  he  should  use  coercion  upon  them !  A  dread- 
ful thing  indeed,  to  coerce  men  away  from  their  endless  destruc- 
tion !  W  hat  an  evil — what  a  misfortune  it  would  prove ! !  But 
if  God  will  not  coerce  men  one  way,  why  should  he  another  ?  If 
he  will  not  coerce  men  to  heaven,  why  should  he  coerce  them  to 
hell  ?  If  be  will  not  coerce  them  to  a  state  of  endless  holiness, 
why  should  he  coerce  them  to  a  condition  of  endless  sin  ?  And 
be  assured  they  will  not  enter  such  a  state,  unless  they  are  com- 
pelled by  the  omnipotent  power  of  Jehovah !  That  God  could 
nave  prevented  the  existence  of  sin  by  withholding  man's  moral 
agency,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  But  the  fact  that  he  ^ave  his 
creatures  such  an  agency,  should  convince  us  that  he  clearly  fore- 
saw he  could  save  them  from  the  temporary  sin  into  which  they 
would  fall,  in  its  exercise.  It  should  satisfy  us  also,  that  he  well 
knew,  he  could  through  this  very  agency,  finally  bring  them  all 
into  that  state  of  free  and  voluntary  obedience  to  his  eovernment, 
which  is  alone  pleasant  or  acceptable  unto  him.  Tnis  redemp- 
tion from  sin,  the  Creator  can  accomplish,  without  resort  to  phys- 
ical compulsion,  or  force  of  any  description.  The  light,  truth, 
instruction,  and  moral  suasion,  which  our  Father  brings  to  bear 
on  his  creatures,  through  the  instrumentality  of  Christ  and  his 
gospel,  will  be  amply  sufficient  to  effect  this  great  and  good  wx>rk 
in  due  time,  without  any  violation  of  man^s  agency,  and  will 
bring  every  intelligent  being  around  his  Throne,  freely,  volunta- 
rily, gladly,  to  worship  and  obey  him  forever !  ! 

My  brother  on  the  other  side  says  that  ^od's  opposition  to  sin 
is  infinite.  He  also  says  it  is  the  office  of  Justice  to  make  an  in- 
finite display  of  his  opposition  to  sin.  To  these  positions  I  yield 
my  entire  assent.  And  I  will  add,  that  the  Creator  will  manifest 
his  opposition  to  sin  in  a  consistent  and  reasonable  manner.  The 
method  he  takes  to  this  end,  according  to  Elder  Holmes,  is  most 
remarkable.  To  show  his  infinite  opposition  to  sin,  Jehovah 
takes  a  course  which  perpetuates  it  fx)rever.  Is  it  not  a  mar- 
vellous way  to  manifest  repugnance  of  a  certain  thing,  by  per- 
petuating its  being  ?  God  is  so  opposed  to  sin  in  this  world,  that 
he  will  take  means  to  introduce  it  into  the  next,  and  continue  it 
through  eternity  !  He  is  so  opposed  to  the  wickedness  of  men 
for  seventu  years,  that  he  will  place  them  where  they  will  be  com- 
pelled to  be  wicked  forever ! !  This  is  the  profound  logic  of  mod- 
em popular  theology ! !  I  sincerely  believe  the  Almighty  is  infi- 
nitely opposed  to  sin.  But  so  far  from  perpetuating  it  through 
the  instrumentality  of  his  Justice,  or  in  any  other  manner,  he  will 
prove  the  sincerity  of  his  opposition  to  it,  by  saving  all  his  crea- 
tures from  its  power,  and  thus  ultimately  annihilate  it  from  his 
universe ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  maintains  that  Grod  brings  the  strongest  motives  to 
prevent  men  from  falling  into  sin— that  the  severest  penalty  which 
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the  nature  of  the  case  would  admit,  is  eniUsB  loa-^'W  in  other 
words  endles$  misery/  This  is  the  result  at  which  he  arrires  in 
support  of  the  affirmative)  hy  his  second  argument.  I  acknowl- 
edge God  brings  the  strongest  inducements  to  cause  men  to  refrain 
from  sin.  Moreover,  I  am  willing  to  allow  that  had  he  estab- 
lished it  as  an  inflexible  rule  of  his  government,  that  every  indi" 
vidual  among  men  who  violates  in  a  single  instance,  his  moral 
law,  should  with  unfailing  certainty,  be  punished  with  endless 
woe,  from  which  there  could  be  no  possible  escape — this  would 
be  the  strongest  restraint  against  sin,  that  could  be  addressed  to 
nan's  fears !  i  But  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  not 
preached  in  this  manner.  There  is  no  such  certainty  of  infliction 
connected  with  it.  In  all  theories  where  that  doctrine  is  found, 
it  is  a  fundamental  princiole  that  however  enormous  or  numerous 
men's  sins  may  be,  Uie  enaless  penalty  can  be  avoided  by  a  timely 
reoentanu.  This  provision  for  escape — this  loop-hole  through 
which  the  frightened  sinner  can  readily  slip  away  from  all  pun- 
ishment— neutralizes'most  efieotually,  all  the  restraint  which  a 
threatening  of  endless' woe  might  otherwise  exert.  This  is  so  self- 
evident  that  none  but  the  wUlfuUy  blind  can  fail  to  see  it.  The 
working  of  such  a  principle  can  be  tested  by  supposing  it  incorpo- 
rated in  human  governments.  Were  our  l^isiators  to  pass  a  law 
that  the  punishment  for  the  crime  of  murder,  should  be  death,  mad 
that,  if  at  any  time  previous  to  the  hour  of  execution,  the  criminal 
should  repent  of  his  wicked  act,  a  full  pardon  should  be  extended 
to  him,  and  he  should  be  restored  to  the  enjoyment  of  all  his  for- 
mer privilet:es — what  effect  would  such  a  law  have  ?  How  much 
restraint  would  it  exercise  on  those  disposed  to  imbrue  their  hands 
in  blood  ?  So  far  from  deterring  them  at  all,  it  would  open  a  high- 
way for  them  to  sin  with  impunity.  And  yet  this.  Elder  Holmes 
alleges,  is  the  highest  restraint  that  Grod  could  bring  against  sin  ! 
It  is  not  the  amount,  nor  the  duration  of  punisbment,  that  gives 
it  a  restraining  influence,  but  its  CERTAINTY  ! !  A  lighter  pen- 
alty,  to  be  inflicted  with  absolute  certainty ^  will  be  much  more  ef- 
fectual to  deter  from  wickedness,  than  one  'far  more  severe,  con- 
nected with  a  probability  of  escape.  A  law  threatening  the  man 
guilty  of  highway  robbery  with  deaths  but  containing  a  proviso  that 
in  case  he  repents,  he  shall  have  the  punishment  entirely  remitted, 
GonH  not  have  a  thousandth  part,  the  restraining  influence  of  a  law 
which  should  sentence  to  ten  years  imprisonment,  with  no  possibil- 
ity of  panion  !  All  can  perceive  the  reasonableness  of  this  posi- 
tion.  The  same  principle  applies  to  the  divine  government.  The 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  preached  as  it  is,  and  as  it  must  be, 
with  an  easy  way  of  escape,  do«»s  nor  exert  the  strongest  influence 
to  deter  men  from  sin  I  Indeed  we  can  see  this  practically  illus- 
trated, in  the  fact  that  ninety-nine  hundredths  of  the  most  deprave^l 
wretches  on  earth,  are  believers  in  that  doctrine.  Hence  all  that 
m/j|p9nent  boiidb  on  this  asaumption,  falls  to  the  ground  J 
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Th«  pemUjr  by  which  God  would  deter  men  from  sin,  is  not 
midie$s  woe,  with  a  proviso  for  an  escape.  The  scriptures  never 
threaten  endless  punishment,  and  never  flatter  the  sinner  that  he 
can  elude  tbe  just  demerit  of  his  sins.  But  they  declare  the  guilty 
shall  receive  an  adequate  punishment,  in  accordance  with  the  enor- 
mity of  their  crimes,  from  which  there  is  no  possible  release.  And 
vet  there  arc  higher  influences  to  deter  men  from  sin,  than  any  to 
be  drawn  from  punishment^  or  from  an  appeal  to  their/ear*,  in  any 
shape.  Let  them  be  properly  instructed  in  regard  to  the  nature  of 
sin — ^let  them  be  taught  that  it  is  in  itself,  a  bitter,  a  poison,  an  evil 
of  the  darkest  die — that  it  is  a'one  the  source  of  wretchedness  and 
ruin,  and  is  the  only  real  enemv  of  man  in  existence — and  it  will 
exert  an  influence  to  turn  them  from  wickedness,  stronger  than  all 
appeals  to  fear  of  punishment. 

The  Elder  insists  1  ought  to  prove  that  eternal  loss,  or  endless 
pnnishment,  is  not  deserved  by  tne  sinner  !  This  is  most  remarka- 
ble !  Is  mv  friend  really  so  bewildered  as  this  declaration  would 
indicate  ?  Or  does  he  imagine  the  audience  is  so  dull  of  compre- 
hension that  they  cannot  detect  at  a  glance,  this  shallow  attempt  to 
shift  '<  the  laboring  oar*'  to  my  hands.  I  beg  to  remind  him  that 
be  is  in  the  affirmative  of  this  question ;  and  tnat  instead  of  calling 
upon  me  to  prove  a  negative,  it  is  precisely  his  work  to  prove  that 
any  man  does  deserve  to  sufler  endless  loss !  Instead  of  striving  to 
shrink  away  from  the  affirmative,  and  managing  to  get  into  a  nega* 
tive  posture,  it  would  be  more  manly  to  come  up  to  his  work  bold- 
ly, or  acknowledge  frankly  his  inability  to  maintain  the  position  he 
has  assumed ! ! 

Friend  Holmes  contends  that  as  punishment  has  been  necessary 
thus  far  in  the  world,  it  will  be  necessary  hereafter  and  forever ! 
The  sophistry  of  this  argument,  is  too  transparent  to  mislead  any  but 
the  most  shallow  minded.  Has  it  been  necessary  in  human  affairs, 
to  punish  any  ontman  from  the  beginning  of  the  world  to  the  pre- 
sent time  ?  If  this  had  been  rightfully  done,  it  might  afibrd  some 
proof  that  a  long  punishment  might  be  necessary  hereafter.  But 
even  this  would  fall  infinitely  short  of  proving  the  necessity  of  in- 
flicting endless  punishment!  If  my  opponent  could  prove  that  men 
will  sin  forever,  then  he  would  show  good  reason  for  believing  that 
it  will  be  necessary  for  punishment  to  endure  forever !  But  this 
proof  he  cannot  furnish.  Neither  the  Bible,  nor  reason,  sanction 
the  thought  that  men  will  continue  forever  in  wickedness  when 
they  have  the  power  to  turn  from  it,  as  the  Bible  teaches  they  al- 
ways have.  How  can  they  sin  forever,  when  St.  Paul  expressly 
asserts  that  a  time  shall  arrive,  when  God's  spirit  shall  be  in  all 
men— yea,  shall  be  "  ALL  in  all  ! ! !  *'— (1  Cor.  xv.  28.) 

The  third  argument  which  Mr.  Holmes  introduces  in  the  affinna- 

tive,  is  drawn  form  the  Analogy  of  Nature.    When  we  consider 

the  nature  of  the  doctrine  my  opponent  is  attempting  to  sustain — 

the  awful  state  in  which  it  asserts  a  vast  proportion  of  mankind 
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will  fall,  as  the  result  of  the  creation  their  heavenly  Parent  toI- 
untarily  bestowed  upon  them — the  dark  imputation  which  it  casts 
on  the  character  and  name  of  the  purest  and  best  of  beings — the 
deep  and  utter  blasphemy  it  utters,  in  case  it  is  not  true — together 
with  its  marked  violations  of  the  first  principles  of  reasion — when 
these  things,  I  repeat,  are  taken  into  consideration,  it  is  astonish- 
ing to  notice  the  character  of  the  arguments  introduced  in  its  sup- 
port. To  say  they  are  far-fetched  an;!  strained  to  an  unprecedented 
extent,  is  but  to  declare  that  which  is  visible  to  all  eyes !  When 
men  take  a  far-off,  round-about  way,  to  get  to  a  certain  point,  it 
shows  they  see  no  direct  path  which  leads  to  it.  When  a  contro- 
versialist Drings  forth  arguments  which  at  least,  can  bear  on 
the  question  discussed,  only  by  weak  and  uncertain  implication, 
it  proves  a  marked  absence  of  sound  and  direct  evidence.  I  beg 
the  audience  to  scrutinize  this  argument  from  the  Analogy  of  Na- 
ture. Allowing  my  opponent  all  he  can  legitimately  claim  for  it, 
his  most  interested  friends  must  acknowledge  that  it  yields  but  a 
very  feeble  and  uncertain  support  to  the  adrmative  of  the  ques- 
tion before  us.  The  argument,  if  I  have  been  able  to  obtain  its 
drift,  is  this — That  God's  laws  are  similar  in  all  worlds — and  that 
he  deals  with  men  in  another  state  of  existence,  on  the  same  prin- 
ciples as  in  this  life.  From  these  premises,  he  seeks  to  arrive  at 
the  conclusion,  on  the  principles  of  analogy,  that  Jehovah  will 
torment  some  of  his  offspring  forever  ! !  Such  an  argument  must 
necessarily  abound  with  great  fallacies;  and  we  tmd  them  in 
abundance.  The  conclusion  is  not  warranted  by  the  premises. 
Has  he  shown,  or  made  the  slightest  attempt  to  show,  that  God 
deals  with  his  creatures  in  this  world,  on  any  principle  which 
makes  it  necessary  for  him  to  plunge  ihem  into  endless  agony- 
while  they  are  still  on  earth  t  If  he  could  prove  any  thing  like 
this,  in  the  present  world,  then  there  would  be  legitimate  ground 
for  an  analogical  argument  in  support  of  endless  suffering  here- 
after. But  inasmuch  as  this  is  wholly  wanting — inasmuch  as  he 
does  not  pretend  that  God  places  any  creature  while  in  this  exist- 
ence, into  a  condition  of  torture  which  shall  know  no  end,  the 
argument  that  he  will  do  so  hereafter,  is  a  sheer  assumption,  with- 
out the  slightest  possible  evidence. 

My  friend  asserts  that  in  the  future  world,  mankind  will  be 
subject  to  the  same  law,  as  in  this  life.  This  I  acknowledge,  add- 
ing, however,  that  his  law  in  the  next  existence,  in  comparison 
with  this,  will  be  so  modified  as  to  be  adapted  to  the  different  con- 
ditions and  circumstances  in  which  the  children  of  earth  will  exist 
hereafter.  He  adds,  moreover,  that  when  we  see  the  law  of  God 
producing  certain  results  in  this  life,  we  must  believe  similar  re- 
sults will  flow  from  that  law  in  the  future  world.  Here,  too,  I 
perfectly  agree  with  the  affirmative.  But  when  he  goes  on  to 
draw  from  Uiese  premises,  the  conclusion  that  unless  God  coun- 
teracts his  laws  as  now  established,  in  their  operations  io  another 
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existence,  then  punishment  hereafter  must'be  endleta^'I  decidedly 
demur,  and  deny  its  correctness !  He  has  failed  to  show  that 
God's  law,  as  now  established,  inflicts  upon  men  in  this  life,  a 
punishment  which  is  endless ;  and  wanting  this  vital  prop,  his  ar^ 
gument  is  groundless ! 

How  does  he  attempt  to  prove  by  analogy,  from  things  in  this 
life,  that  punishment  hereafter  will  be  endless  1  It  is  by  compar- 
ing the  Divine  law  with  human  laws.  Men's  punishments,  he 
says,  are  sometimes  without  remedy.  From  this  he  attempts  to 
draw  the  conclusion,  that  if  €rod  aflows  men  now,  to  be  punish- 
ed without  remedu,  he  will  allow  them  to  be  punished  without 
remedy,  or  endlessly^  hereafter !  Here  is  a  rare  specimen  of  logic 
and  consistency  !  In  the  first  place,  this  kind  of  reasoning  vio- 
lates all  true  principles  of  analogy.  A  legitimate  analogical  ar- 
Cment,  would  be  to  reason  from  the  operation  of  God's  law 
re,  as  to  what  its  operations  will  be  hereafter.  But  my 
friend,  with  a  sophistry  of  the  most  naked  description,  shifts  the 
analogy,  and  makes  it  consist  in  a  comparison  between  the  ope- 
ration of  man*s  laws  here,  and  God*9  law  hereafter ! !  If  he  has 
done  this  ignoranttyy  it  shows  a  marked  lack  of  the  first  elements 
of  a  sound  loncian.  But  if  it  was  designed,  what  can  it  be  but 
a  cool  and  willful  attempt  to  deceive  the  audience  ? 

The  real  gist  of  this  argument  from  analogy,  is  an  attempt  to 
determine  the  operations  of  God*s  government  and  laws,  by  the 
operations  of  earthly  governments.  In  this,  Elder  Holmes  has 
Ttoiated  principles  to  which  he  has  heretofore  committed  himself. 
In  his  article  on  Atonement  in  the  Methodist  Quarterly  Review, 
he  says — "  It  is  not  safe  to  infer  from  the  regulations  men  have 
established  among  themselves  in  this  world,  what  would,  or 
would  not,  be  proper  in  a  divine  plan  for  the  redemption  of  sin- 
ners. We  may  reason  from  the  analogy  of  the  divine  govern- 
ment in  this  world,  and  here  the  argument  [on  the  atonement]  is 
in  our  favor ;  but  we  must  not  regulate  the  divine  proceedings  by 
the  analogy  of  human  governments  f ."' — ( Quarterly  for  July,  1847, 
p,  432.)  In  this  extract,  my  friend  takes  the  precise  ground  I 
nave  just  laid  down,  and  condemns  the  principle  of  judging  the 
government  of  God  by  human  governments,  which  he  is  trying 
now  to  enforce  on  the  audience.  There  can  be  no  analogy  be- 
tween the  operation  of  earthly  laws,  and  the  laws  of  God.  The 
former  are  imperfect  in  their  nature,  their  operations,  and  their  de- 
sign— the  latter  infinitely  perfect  in  all  these  respects.  Upon  what 
reasonable  principle  can  we  presume  to  judge  of  the  perfect,  by  the 
operations  of  the  imperfect  7  True,  some  of  the  laws  of  men  are 
without  remedy — i.  e. — beyond  human  remedy !  And  why  ?  Be- 
cause mankind  in  their  ignorance,  are  unable,  or  have  thought 
themselves  to  be  unable,  to  frame  better  laws.  This  very  fact  that 
they  are  without  remedy,  is  exactly  the  imperfect  feature  of  these 
haman  laws.    Shall  we  adopt  that  which  is  the  most  imperfect 
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part  af  man's  laws,  as  the  standard  by  which  to  judge  of  the  per- 
fect laws  of  a  perfect  God  1  How  preposterous !  I  know  the  law 
of  Capital  Punishment  in  human  codes,  admits  of  no  remedy.  Bat 
I  deny  that  God  sanctions  that  law  under  the  Christian  dis^nsa- 
tion,  or  that  he  has  adopted  any  principle  analagous  to  it  in  the 
Divine  Government.  I  am  aware  that  the  Elder  adroitly  attempts 
to  tissume  the  sanction  of  Capital  Punishment  by  the  Creator, 
when  he  declares,  that  if  God  allatos  men  now  to  be  punished 
without  remedy,  he  will  allow  them  to  be  punished  without  remedtf 
hereafter '  But  I  trust  our  hearers  are  not  quite  so  dull  of  appre- 
hension, as  to  be  deceived  by  this  sophistry.  The  idea  that  what- 
ever law  God  allows  to  exist  in  this  worm,  he  will,  or  may,  allow 
to  exist  in  the  next,  would  lead  to  strange  conclusions.  He  has 
allowed  Catholics  to  enact  and  execute  laws  to  torture  Protestants 
on  the  rack,  and  bum  them  at  the  stake.  He  has  also  permitted 
Protestants  to  persecute,  and  put  to  death  Catholics,  and  other 
classes  of  professing  Christians.  Now  according  to  my  oppo- 
nents analogical  argument,  as  our  Maker  allows  these  different 
sects  to  execute  such  sanguinary  laws  upon  each  other  in  thia 
life,  he  will  allow  them  to  do  the  same  in  the  next  world  and  for- 
ever ! !  Who  can  be  misled  by  such  fallacious  reasoning  1 
^  The  Creator  in  some  instances,  inflicts  temporal  deatb,  or  the 
death  of  the  body,  on  his  creatures,  as  a  just  punishment  for  their 
sins.  He,  and  he  alone,  who  gave  life,  has  any  right  to  require 
it,  even  as  a  "punishment.    When  man  so  far  presumes  on  the 

Ererogative  of  the  Most  High,  as  to  put  his  fellow  being  to  death, 
e  does  indeed,  inflict  punishment  that  to  him  is  without  remedy  / 
This  constitutes  the  vital  defect  of  the  law  of  Capital  Punishment. 
It  has  no  remedy  even  when  it  sheds  the  blood  of  innocence,  and 
when  of  all  things,  it  most  needs  a  remedial  power.  The  very 
act  of  its  infliction,  places  the  victim  of  that  sanguinary  law,  be- , 
yond  the  reach  of  its  abilitjr  to  bring  greater  evil,  or  to  correct 
past  mistakes.    But  the  punishment  of  bodily  death,  or  any  other 

fiunishment  in  the  hands  of  God,  is  not  a  penalty  without  remedy. 
t  does  not  remove  the  criminal  beyond  the  reach  of  the  being 
who  inflicts  the  punishment.  So  far  from  this,  death  brings  him 
into  his  more  immediate  presence,  to  be  subjected  to  such  other 
influences  as  his  amendment,  purification  and  happiness,  requires 
at  the  hand  of  the  Righteous  Ruler  and  Father  of  all ! 

In  prosecuting  his  argument  from  Analogy,  my  brother  Holmes 
instructs  us  that  the  happiness  of  man  is  contingent.  This  is  true 
to  a  degree.  The  happiness  of  a  human  being,  at  any  given  pe- 
riod of  his  existence,  depends  to  a  certain  extent,  upon  his  own 
doings  previous  to  that  period.  But  at  the  same  time,  and  at  all 
times,  the  chief  elements  of  his  happiness  are  drawn  directly  from 
those  blessings  which  he  cannot  earn,  and  which  God  faithfully 
bestows  alike  on  all  men,  in  every  stage  and  state  of  their  exist- 
^    I  deny,  howeyer^  that  the  happiness  of  man  through  eter> 
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nity*  or  that  his  ultimate  condition,  is  contingent  upon  his  doings 
in  thii  state  of  existence.  My  opponent  has  proved  no  such  fact, 
and  cannot.  However  intelligent  and  moral  beings  may  err,  at 
one  period  of  their  existence,  the  Creator  has  bestowed  upon  them 
a  power  of  recuperation,  in  the  exercise  of  which,  they  can  sooner 
or  later,  recover  from  all  false  steps,  from  all  the  effects  of  igno- 
rance and  sin !  My  friend  evidently  is  not  sufficiently  advanced 
in  his  knowledge  of  man,  to  see  that  this  is  the  very  glory  and 
perfection  of  the  human  organization ! ! 

The  Elder  also  informs  us  that  all  men  in  this  life  are  not  hap» 
py,  vfhether  they  will  or  not,  and  hence  on  the  principles  of  ansu- 
ogy,  we  are  not  to  suppose  they  will  all  be  happy  in  the  future 
wodd,  whether  they  will  or  not!  Really  this  is  overwhelming. 
Who  supposes  mankind  will  be  happy  in  the  next  world,  whether 
they  will  or  not  7  Universalists  entertain  no  such  idea.  We  be- 
lieve all  men  will  be  most  willing  to  become  happy  in  the  world 
to  come,  as  they  are  ever  willine  to  be  so  here !  And  we  believe, 
moreover,  that  under  the  enlightening  instruction  of  the  gospel, 
the  entire  human  race,  in  the  future  existence,  will  be  made  ready 
and  willing  to  comply  with  all  the  terms  and  conditions  on  which 
Deity  has  promised  happiness  to  man  ! 

Tne  legitimate  argument  from  Analogy,  so  far  from  affording 
the  slightest  proof  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  throws 
its  whole  weight  against  that  doctrine,  and  decidedly  in  favor  of 
the  final  salvation  of  all  men.  The  Creator  in  this  life,  bestows 
upon  the  whole  human  race  those  general  blessings  on  which 
their  happiness  mainly  depends.     And  he  does  not  permit  the  for- 

fetfulness  or  sinfulness  of  men,  to  freeze  up  the  great  stream  of 
is  goodness,  or  cause  him  ever  to  turn  away  from  them  and  leave 
them  to  perish.  The  Savior  most  beautifully  illustrates  this  truth, 
vrhen  he  reminds  us  that  God  causes  his  sun  to  rise  on  the  evil 
and  the  good,  and  sendeth  his  rains  on  the  just  and  the  unjust. 
— (Matt.  V.  45.)  On  the  principles  of  analogy,  we  are  bound  to 
believe  that  he  will  act  upon  the  same  plan  hereafter  and  forever. 
The  punishments  of  the  Most  High  are  inflicted  on  the  sinful  in 
this  world,  expressly  for  their  amendment  They  "yield  the  peace- 
able fruit  of  righteousness,"  as  St.  Paul  instrufcts,  us,  "  to  them 
which  are  exercised  thereby."— (Heb.  xii.  11.)  According  to  the 
teachings  of  analogy,  whatever  punishment  the  Judge  of  all  may 
deem  it  wise  to  inflict  upon  his  creatures  in  another  state  of  be- 
ing, will  he  designed  to  accomplish  the  same  end !  Again — The 
Creator  is  continually  putting  into  operation  in  the  present  world, 
upon  all  men,  numerous  influences,  tnrough  the  gospel,  the  teach- 
ings and  examples  of  good  men,  and  the  workings  of  the  human 
conscience,  designed  to  save  them  from  sin  and  moral  death,  and 
restore  them  to  holiness  and  happiness.  And  here  also,  the  laws 
of  analogy,  demand  that  we  shall  believe  he  will  continue  the 
«une  influences  upon  all  men,  in  the  life  to  come,  and  until  they 
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shall  be  restored  to  that  conditioa  of  holiness  and  happiness  for 
which  even  my  opponent  acknowledges  God  originally  designed 
them.  This  analogical  argument  in  support  of  Universal  Salva- 
tion, might  extend  much  farther,  but  this  must  suffice. 

Allow  me  here  to  notice  a  few  general  assertions  of  my  friend. 
He  acknowledges  that  he  desires  in  his  own  heart,  the  salvation 
of  all  souls,  but  he  does  not  desire  it  except  in  God's  own  way, 
and  on  principles  that  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  good  of  the 
world.  I  must  acknowledge  this  is  one  of  the  most  sensible  re- 
marks uttered  by  the  gentleman  in  this  debate.  Most  cordially 
do  I  unite  with  him  in  every  word.  I  have  no  desire  for  the  sal- 
vation of  all  men,  except  in  God's  way,  and  on  principles  that 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  good  of  the  world.  Universalists 
believe  the  world  will  be  saved  precisely  in  this  manner ;  and 
there  is  nothing  in  their  system  that  teaches  any  other  kind  of 
salvation.  Surely  when  all  men  are  made  holy  and  happy,  it  will 
accord  with  the  good  of  the  world ! 

Mr.  Holmes  asserts  that  according  to  Universalism,  the  best 
state  of  things  that  can  exist,  does  now  exift  J  Why  is  it  that  a 
resonable  man  will  so  lose  sight  of  his  good  sense,  as  to  misrep- 
resent his  neighbors  in  a  manner  so  palpable  as  to  carry  its  detec- 
tion on  its  very  face.  We  do  not  believe  this  is  the  best  state  of 
things  that  can  exist.  Our  opinion  is  that  this  is  the  best  state 
or  world  in  which  man  can  commence  a  career  of  endless  existence. 
We  believe  this,  because  we  have  confidence  in  the  Wisdom  of 
God,  which  provided  this  world  as  the  scene  of  the  first  stage  of 
our  being.  But  we  also  believe  there  are  higher,  brighter,  better 
states  of  existence,  towards  which  all  men  are  progressing,  and  at 
which  they  will  ultimately  arrive,  by  the  blessing  of  their  common 
Father  in  heaven ! 

The  misrepresentation  just  noticed,  leads  me  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact,  tnat  EUder  Holmes  is  becoming  more  and  more  inclined 
to  this  species  of  warfare,las  his  prospects  in  the  discussion  grow 
dark  and  unpromising.  What  he  cannot  do  to  overthrow  the 
doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation,  which  he  loves,  and  desires  to  be 
true,  by  argument  and  scripture  testimony,  he  is  determined  to 
accomplish  by  the  rankest  and  vilest  misrepesentation.  In  my 
last  speech  I  noticed  several  instances  where  he  had  been  guilty 
of  the  most  rank,  willful  and  wicked  misrepresentation.  I  might 
extend  the  catalogue.  In  his  closing  speech  on  the  second  ques- 
tion, he  reiterates  the  absurdly  erroneous  assertion  that  Univer- 
sal Salvation  was  not  known  to  the  ancients.  And  this  too,  after 
the  evidence  I  had  given,  that  that  doctrine  prevailed  generally 
among  the  early  Christian  Fathers.  In  the  same  speech  he  says — 
<'  No  wonder  young  men  who  listen  to  the  teachings  of  Universalists 
'o  cursing  about  our  streets ! "  I  pronounce  this  a  malicious  and 
_alse  charge  against  the  young  men  of  the  Universalist  denomi- 
nation.   1  deuare  without  hesitation,  that  in  no  denomination  in 
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OUT  country,  are  the  young  men  more  free  from  the  vile  habit  of 
profanity,  than  in  the  Universalist.  Go  into  the  streets  in  any 
town  in  the  Union— scrape  together  all  the  profane  youth  with 
which  you  meet.  And  I  pledge  my  veracity  that  ninfty-nine 
hundreafhs  of  them  attend  Methodist,  Presbjrterian  and  Baptist 
meetings !  1  Who  does  not  know  that  Methodist  churches  are 
the  resort — the  head  quarters— of  the  vilest  youth  of  both  sex- 
es!!  I  might  press  this  scurrilous  charge  home  upon  my  op- 
ponent  still  farther ;  but  I  forbear.  He  says  also,  in  his  first 
speech  on  the  present  question,  that  Mr.  Ballon  and  other  Uni- 
versalists,  ^ave  tupporl  by  their  presence,  to  the  notorious  infidel 
Fanny  Wright.  This  again,  in  its  intent,  is  a  gross  calumny 
against  a  venerable  and  worthy  servant  of  Grod.  Mr.  Ballou 
never  gave  the  least  support  to  Infidelity  in  any  form  whatever. 
No  man  on  earth  can  be  farther  removed  from  ^t^ 

The  Elder^s  description  of  my  view  of  man^s  agency,  comparing 
it  to  the  tying  of  a  horse,  raised  a  laugh  among-the  younger  por- 
tion oT  the  audience.  I  think  it  will  be  acknowledged  the  farmer 
who  allows  his  horse  freedom  in  a  limited  range,  and  thus  secures 
his  useful  services,  would  act  more  wisely,  than  one  who  should 
allow  his  beast  an  unlimited  range,  knowing  he  would  plunge 
into  a  ilougk  to  perish.  So  that  view  of  man^s  agency  which 
limits  it  to  a  certain  circle,  where  it  shall  never  prove  his  destruc- 
tion, ascribes  much  more  wisdom  to  God,  than  that  which  insists 
most  absurdly^  that  ke  bestowed  an  unlimited  agency,  which  he 
foresaw  would  prove  an  endless  curse  to  millions  who  received 
Lt !  Absurdly,  I  have  said ;  because  it  is,  after  all  my  friends  rid- 
icule an  impossibility,  that  a  subordinate  and  dependent  being  can 
have  any  other  than  a  limilied  freedom !  None  but  Jehovah  can 
be  said,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  to  possess  unlimited  free- 
dom ! 

I  will  now  introduce  my  first  Negative  Argument.  My  propo- 
sition is,  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  is  not  taught 
in  the  Old  Testament.  Universalists  maintain  that  it  is  not  incul- 
cated in  any  part  of  the  Bible,  but  under  this  proposition,  I  shall 
confine  myself  exclusively  to  the  Old  Testament.  I  contend  there 
is  an  entire  lack  of  evidence  in  support  of  that  doctrine,  either  in 
Historical,  Prophetical,  or  Devotional,  portions  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment. I  call  upon  my  opponent  to  quote  a  solitary  passage  from 
that  part  of  the  Bible,  which  asserts,  or  by  any  fair  interpretation, 
can  be  made  even  to  imply,  that  God  will  perpetuate  the  existence 
of  any  of  his  creatures  in  endless  wretchedness !  He  may  auote 
a  passage  or  two,  which  he  will  attempt  to  stretch  into  sucn  an 
idea,  out  the  slightest  discrimination  will  enable  our  hearers  to 
detect  the  fallacy  of  such  an  effort.  The  fact  that  £ndless  Pun- 
ishment is  not  revealed  in  the  Old  Testament,  is  so  well  estab- 
lished, that  it  is  frankly  acknowledged  by  some  of  the  most 
learned  men,  in  the  ranks  of  the  believers  of  tJiat  doctrine.    Bishop 
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Warburton  says  expressly  that  "  in  the  Jewish  Republic,  both 
rewards  and  panishments  promised  by  Heaven,  were  temporal, 
«««*««  In  no  place  in  the  Mosaic  Institutes,  is  there 
the  least  mention  or  any  intelligible  kint^  of  the  rewards  and  pun- 
ishments of  another  life."  Dr.  Paley  says  that  the  Mosaic  dis- 
pensation ^^  dealt  in  temporal  rewards  and  punishments"  and  that 
*^the  blessings  and  curse^^^  promised  by  Moses,  "  consisted  alto- 
gether of  worldly  benefits  and  worldly  punishments."  Dr.  Geo. 
Campbell  and  Dr.  Jahn,  both  assert  that  **  the  Old  Testament  does 
not  disclose  a  state  of  punishment  beyond  the  grave."  Even 
Professor  Stuart,  while  saying  that  we  may  understand  the  Old 
Testament  as  revealing /ufure  punishment,  does  not  pretend  that 
it  reveals  endless  punisnment.— He  says  "  the  sum  of  the  evidence 
from  the  Old  Testament  in  regard  to  Sheol,  is  that  the  Hebrews 
did  probably  [nothing  but  a  probability]  in  some  case9,  connect 
with  the  use  of  this  word,  the  idea  of  misery  subsequent  to  the 
death  of  the  body.  It  seems  to  me,  we  may  safely  believe  this. 
And  to  aver  more  than  this — [i.  e.  to  aver  the  Jews  connected 
with  Sheol,  the  idea  of  eternal  punishment]  would  be  somewhat 
hazardous,  when  all  the  examples  of  the  word  are  duly  consid- 
ered."— {Exegetical  Essays.) 

The  Doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  then  is  not  found  in  the 
Old  Testament.  This  is  a  most  remarkable  fact !  For /our  fAou- 
tand  years,  it  is  acknowledged,  God  did  not  reveal  this  doctrine 
to  the  world.  The  Jews,  the  only  people  who  had  oral  inters 
course  with  the  Creator  for  ages,  were  not  instructed  in  that  sen- 
timent. St.  Paul  says  that  to  them  ^^  were  committed  the  oraclea 
of  God." — (Rom.  ill.  2.)  But  among  ail  the  doctrines,  instruc- 
tions, laws,  precepts,  communicated  16  his  ancient  people,  by  the 
Creator,  Endless  Punishment  is  not  found.  The  Ancient  Patii- 
archs  make  no  mention  of  it.  David,  the  sweet  singer  of  Israel, 
never  names  it  or  alludes  to  it.  Solomon,  the  wisest  of  men,  who 
spake  of  all  things  ^*  from  the  cedar  to  the  hysop  "  gives  no  in- 
timation that  he  ever  heard  of  it !  The  long  line  of  Prophets, 
who  spake  as  God  gave  them  utterance,  revealed  no  such  senti- 
ment. How  can  this  profound  silence  be  accounted  for,  on  the 
eround  that  the  doctrine  is  true  ?  If  the  Jews,  if  all  nations  be* 
K>re  the  advent  of  the  Messiah,  were  liable  to  sink  into  an  end- 
less hell  at  death,  why  was  not  that  doctrine  made  known  to 
them  ?  What !  Millions  of  souls  falling  headlong  into  ceaseless 
tortures,  without  the  slightest  forewarning,  or  the  least  intimation 
that  such  a  doom  awaited  them  ! !  Monstrous !  If  the  doctrine 
is  true,  why  were  not  the  Jewish  prophets  and  religious  teachers, 
allowed  to  preach  on  the  subject,  and  hold  it  up  as  a  rod  of  terror 
over  the  heads  of  the  wicked,  as  certain  sects  do  in  our  day  ?  If 
it  is  true  now,  it  was  true  in  ancient  ages !  If  it  is  necessary  to 
preach  it  in  modem  times,  it  must  have  been  equally  necessary  in 
the  days  of  the  prophets.    Why  were  they  silent  on  the  subject  * 
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Was  it  not  9LB  important  to  sare  souls  then  as  it  is  now  ?  Is  not 
the  fact  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  was  not  revealed 
from  God,  nor  preached  hy  his  servants,  for  four  thouiand  ytarSf 
the  most  convincing  evidence  that  it  is  not  true ! 

So  far  from  Endless  Punishment  being  taught  in  the  Old  Tes* 
tament,  it  is  positively  contradicted  there.  **  The  Lord  will  not 
cast  off  forever.  But  though  he  cause  ffrief,  yet  will  he  have 
compassion  according  to  the  multitude  of  his  mercies."— (Lam . 
iii.  31-32.)  *^  I  will  not  contend  forever,  neither  will  I  be  always 
wroth  :  for  the  spirit  should  fail  before  me,  and  the  souls  which 
I  have  made." — (Isa.  Ivii.  16.)  ^All  nations  whom  thou  hast 
made  shall  come  and  worship  before  thee,  O  Lord,  and  shall  glo- 
rify thy  name.^' — (Ps.  Ixxxvi.  9.) 

Not  only  do  God^s  prophets  thus  contradict  the  doctrine  of  End- 
less Punishment,  but  every  one  of  them  proclaimed  by  authority 
of  the  Most  Hieh,  the  salvation  of  all  mankind.  St.  Peter  de- 
clares most  emphatically,  that  *Mhe  times  of  the  restitution  of  all 
things,"  has  been  '*  spoken  by  the  mouth  of  all  God's  holy  proph- 
ets, since  the  world  began." — (Acts  iii.  21.) 

My  $&cond  negative  argument  is  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Misery,  is  opposed  to  the  dictates  of  Reason.    We  are  bound  to 

f:ive  bleed  to  the  decisions  of  Reason.  It  is  the  highest  gift  of  God. 
t  forms  a  portion  of  the  image  of  the  eternal  within  us.  It  was 
bestowed  upon  us  to  be  exercised  on  all  subjects,  and  to  guide  us 
in  all  our  reflections  and  investigations.  By  its  use  alone,  can 
an  enlightened  opinion  be  formed  on  any  topic.  In  no  case  can 
it  be  more  important  to  exercise  reason,  than  in  regard  to  religion. 
How  can  men  distinguish  between  the  different  systems  of  reli- 
gious faith  now  extant  in  the  world,  except  by  an  appeal  to  their 
reason  ?  Look  at  the  various  theories,  ranging  from  Catholicism 
to  Mormonism.  In  what  way  can  we  select  between  these  vari- 
ous and  conflicting  systems,  except  by  the  exercise  of  an  enlight- 
ened reason  ?  Or  are  we  to  permit  ourselves  to  be  led  away  by 
the  first  artful  religious  demagogue  into  whose  hands  we  may 
chance  to  fall,  without  daring  to  appeal  to  our  common  sense,  to 
know  whether  the  notions  he  would  have  us  adopt,  are  true  or 
false  ?  It  is  because  men  have  not  reasoned  enough  on  religion, 
that  so  many  deceivers  have  been  enabled  to  delude  and  lead  astray 
the  multitude.  It  has  been  well  said,  **  He  who  cannot  reason  is 
tkfool  /  He  who  VftU  noi  reason  is  Khieoi.  He  who  dare  not  rea- 
son, is  a  slave  !"  Let  all  men  reason  mely,  and  how  long  would 
Catholicism  stand  %  Yea,  how  long  would  many  hoary  errors 
etiil  in  our  midst,  be  maintained  t 

Is  it  said  that  instead  of  appealing  to  reason,  we  must  depend 
«pon  the  scriptures?  But  how  can  we  determine  what  the  scrip- 
tures teach,  except  through  the  exercise  of  reason  ?  All  denom- 
inations profess  to  draw  weir  tenets  from  the  Bible.  That  holy 
book,  00  far  from  ibrbiddiog  us  to  depend  -on  our  reason,  in- 
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vites  U8  to  its  exercise.  -  The  Most  High,  through  his  prophet, 
calls  upon  us  to  reason.  *^  Come  now  and  let  us  reason  together, 
saith  the  Lord.  Though  your  sins  be  as  scarlet,  they  shall  be 
white  as  snow;  though  they  be  red  like  crimson,  they  shall  be  as 
wool." — (Isa.  i.  18.)  The  Savior  inquires,  "  Why  even  of  your- 
selves, judge  ye  not  what  is  right  ?" — (Luke  xii.  57.)  St.  Paul  says, 
**  I  speak  as  to  wise  men ;  judge  ye  what  I  say." — (1  Cor.  x.  15.) 
In  these  instances  we  are  required  to  exercise  our  reason  oi  judg- 
menti  in  relation  to  religious  doctrines  and  duties.  If  it  is  our 
duty  to  reason  on  one  religious  topic,  why  not  upon  another  ? 
And  if  upon  any,  why  not  upon  that  most  awful  of  all  topics, 
the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  ? 

What  are  the  decisions  of  Reason  in  rej^rd  tn  that  doctrine  % 
Look  at  the  sentiment  as  believed  by  Calvinists.  It  teaches  that 
God  foreordained  a  certain  class  to  endless  happiness,  and  passed 
by,  and  predestinated  the  rest  to  endless  torment ;  and  that  he  cre- 
ated them  especially  for  that  destiny !  Does  reason  sanction  this 
sentiment  %  Does  reason  teach  that  the  God  of  Love  could  cooly 
usher  his  own  ofispring  into  existence,  simply  to  furnish  himseu 
with  fuel  for  eternal  burnings?  Reason  utterly  rejects  the  idea, 
as  abhorrent  and  blasphemous ! 

Look  at  the  doctrine  as  advocated  on  another  ground.    Al- 
hough  God  did  not  predestinate  his  creatures  to  endless  woe,  yet 
it  clearly  foresaw  that  if  he  ushered  them  into  existence,  endow- 
d  them  with  moral  agency,  and  placed  them  amid  the  temptations 
»f  this  world,  untold  millions  would  assuredly  fall  into  endless 
igony  and  blasphemy.      Does  reanon  approbate  this  theory  t 
>oes  it  declare  a  God  who  is  good  unto  aU,  could  persist  in  crea- 
ing  with  such  a  destiny  in  view  ?    No  !  it  as  promptly  rejects 
tt  as  the  Calvinistic.    A  Deity  possessing  even  the  compassion 
of  a  man,  would  not  create  dependant  beings  under  such  circum- 
stances !     He  would  allow  them  to  remain  in  non-entity,  where 
they  could  neither  bring  evil  upon  others,  nor  suffer  it  them- 
selves! 

IS  Calvinism  destroys  God's  goodness,  love  and  mercy,  and  makes 
him  infinitely  cruel  /  It  boldly  and  impudently  gives  the  lie 
to  the  Psalmist,  when  he  declares  the  ^^tender  mercies''^  of  the  Lord 
"are  over  all  his  works!" — (Ps.  cxlv.  9.)  Armenianism  (which 
my  opponent  advocates,)  is  equalfy  destructive  to  the  wisdom,  fore- 
sight, and  power  of  Jehovah.  It  represents  him  as  a/e«6/e,  short' 
sighted  and  disappointed  being.  According  to  that  system,  he  is 
F££BL£,  in  desiring  and  deliberately  designing  to  bring  all  man^ 
kind  to  a  condition  of  holiness  and  happiness,  and  yet  having  not 
a  sufficiency  of  power  to  gratify  a  desire  so  holy,  or  to  complete 
a  plan  so  glorious!  This  is  a  perfect  contradiction  of  God^s  own 
word,  which  declares  emphatically,  that  he  has  power  to  do  hit 
will  and  accomplish  iiis  pleasure,  both  in  heaven  and  on  earth. 
— (Daa.  iv.  35.)    It  makes  the  Creator  SHORT-SIGHTED,  in 
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representing  that  he  fully  believed  when  he  fonned  his  plans  for 
the  salvation  of  all  men,  that  they  would  be  accomplished  with 
the  most  abundant  success !  Whereas,  on  the  very  first  attempt 
to  jjut  them  into  execution,  behold  I  they  fell  into  inextricable  con- 
fusion ! ! !  And  an  innumerable  multitude  whom  he  was  design- 
ing to  save,  and  whom  he  really  thought  he  would  be  able  to 
save,  fall !  pall  ! !  FALL ! ! !  to  endless  sin  and  misery ! !  !  This 
representation  boldly  denies  the  truth  of  the  inspired  penman*8 
word,  who  asserts  that  God  "  declareth  the  end  from  the  begin- 
timff,  and  from  ancient  times,  the  things  that  are  not  yet  done." 
— (Isa.  xlvi.  10.)  My  friend's  Armenian  system  also  represents 
the  Deity  as  meeting  with  a  DISAPPOINTMENT— yea,  with  a 
double  disappointment.  First  in  creating  men  under  tne  original 
expectation  that  they  would  never  sin,  but  would  all  be  forever 
holy  and  happy.  But  when  the  race  was  formed,  they  fell  im- 
meaiately  into  sin,  and  disappointed  all  the  expectations  of  Jeho- 
vah. It  represents  him  as  meeting  with  a  second  disappointment 
when  he  sent  his  Son  to  rescue  them  from  the  ruins  of  the  fall, 
and  restore  them  all  to  righteousness,  truth  and  heaven !  He  be- 
lieved this  great  and  good  work  could  be  perfectly  done,  when  he 
despatched  the  Savior  to  accomplish  it.  But  sad  and  terrible  re- 
verse !  When  Christ  endeavored  to  carry  his  Father's  plan  of 
Universal  Salvation,  into  effect,  he  met  at  once  and  forever  with 
a  defeat,  which  amounts  almost  to  a  total  route.  A  great  major- 
ity of  those  the  Son  came  to  save,  and  whom  both  the  Son  and 
the  Father,  expected  he  would  save,  wander,  despite  all  his  ef- 
forts— despite  tne  combined  power  of  God,  Christ,  and  Angels, 
into  endless  darkness  and  agony,  leaving  the  Father,  the  Son,  the 
Angels,  all  involved  in  an  overwhelming  and  infinite  disappoint' 
ment  a  And  here  again,  we  have  a  plain  contradiction  of  the 
scriptures.  Through  the  prophet,  the  Most  High  declares — "  My 
counsel  shall  stand,  and  I  will  do  all  my  pleasure  !'' — (Isa.  xlvi. 
10.)  St.  Paul  asserts  that  God  ^^worketh  all  things  after  the 
counsel  of  his  own  will." — (Eph.  i.  11.)  Thus  reason  condemns 
— totally  rejects — the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  in  any,  and 
every  form,  in  which  it  can  be  held  by  men. — [TivM  expired. 


.[MB.  HOLMES*  THIRD  8PZXCH.] 

Gentlemen  Moderators: — My  friend  Mr.  Austin  has  often  quo- 
ted a  few  passages  from  the  Old  Testament,  which  aflirm — God 
**  will  not  cdst  off  for  ever ;"  "  his  mercy  endureth  forever ;"  and 
60  on.  I  have  already  given  a  particular  explanation  of  these  dec- 
larations, in  another  part  of  this  discussion,  in  which  I  have 
shown  that  they  are  connected  with  conditions,  either  expressed 
or  implied.  Ttie  meaning  is,  God  will  not  cast  off  forever,  those 
who  have  ineurred  his  displeasure,  but  will  gnnt  them  a  space 
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for  repentance.  The  gracioas  overture  is  made  to  all  sinners  du- 
ring their  probationary  state  :  **  he  that  confesseth  and  forsaketh 
his  sins,  shall  find  mercy."  But  how  stands  the  case  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  Universalism  ?  We  have  already  seen  there  is  no  mercy 
in  that  system.  To  be  merciful,  is  to  treat  sinners  better  than 
they  deserve.  But  Universalism  contends,  and  Mr.  Austin  has 
contended  here,  that  God  never  does  this,  inasmuch  as  be  punish- 
es every  sinner  to  the  full  extent  ol  his  deserts.  Now,  t^•e  man 
who  has  been  already  punished  ail  he  deserves,  is  certainly  exon- 
erated from  all  farther  punishment ;  hence,  he  not  only  is  not  dam- 
ned, but  he  is  in  no  danger  of  damnation.  He  therefore  does  not 
need  mercy ,  to  save  him  from  final  and  endless  perdition.  Mercy 
has  no  application  to  this  subject,  and  indeed,  on  these  principles, 
has  no  existence.  I  leave  the  audience  to  judge  whether  the  gen- 
tleman*8  frequent  recurrence  to  these  passages,  notwithstanding 
my  explanation  of  them,  and  their  incompatibility  with  his  theory, 
is  not  a  virtual  impeachment,  either  of  his  judgment  or  candor. 

The  subject  of  capital  punishment  has  been  introduced  into  this 
discussion.  I  am  not  here  as  the  apologist  of  capital  punishment, 
though  T  have  never  yet  seen  sufficient  reason  to  doubt  its  propri- 
ety, or  to  change  my  views  of  its  necessity  for  the  adequate  pro- 
tection of  society.  But  1  have  not  referred  to  the  taking  of  human 
life  by  civil  government.  My  reference  was  to  the  divine  gov- 
ernment. I  said,  God  did  punish  men  without  remedy,  in  this  life 
— that  is,  he  inflicts  capital  punishment.  I  did  not  refer  to  judi- 
cial processes  against  the  criminal,  under  the  sanction  of  civil^gov- 
ernment,  though  this  would  be  by  no  means  an  improper  illustra- 
tion. God*8  jud^ents  against  the  uneodiy,  in  this  life,  frequent- 
ly cut  them  on  from  the  blessings  of  his  government,  Ao/>e/e;»/y. 
And  reasoning  from  analogy,  we  are  authorized  to  expect  similar 
inflictions  for  similar  reasons,  in  the  future  state  ;  hence,  the  argu- 
ment from  analogy  supports  the  doctrine  of  final  perdition.  As 
€rod  punishes  capi^ly  in  this  world,  his  changeless  character  and 
the  tuniformity  of  his  government,  are  in  proof  that  he  may,  and 
probably  will,  punish  capitally  in  the  world  to  come. 

On  this  ground,  i  take  Mr.  Austin  at  his  word.  He  saj^s,  if  I 
will  prove  (o  him  that  God  punishes  men  without  remedy  in  this 
worl(^  he  will  admit  he  may  do  the  same  in  the  future  state.  Now, 
in  the  first  place,  this  does  not  need  proving ;  it  is  a  self-evident 
fact.  It  stands  out  in  bold  relief,  on  almost  every  page  of  the  Bi- 
ble ;  and  in  the  providence  of  €rod,  it  is  a  fact  known  and  read  of 
all  men.  Bat  besides  this,  I  have  proved  it  in  my  argument  on 
the  analogy  of  nature.  Every  instance  in  which  a  sinnei's  life  is 
shortened,  or  his  reputation  or  health  destroyed  by  vice  or  crime, 
is  an  example  of  punishment  for  sin,  which  admits  no  reprieve  in 
this  worid.  And  it  is  no  less  by  divjne  authority,  because  it 
comes  in  the  way  of  natural  consequence.  God  is  the  Author  of 
that  eoDstitutioa  of  things  which  deals  out  its  punishments  to  the 
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transgressor.  The  fact  is  established,  and  I  claim  the  benefit  of 
the  gentleman's  a<]mi8sion — that  God  may,  that  it  will  be  in  har« 
mony  with  what  we  know  of  the  government  of  God  here,  to  pun- 
ish the  incorrigible  transgressor  in  the  future  state,  beyond  the 
power  of  redemption — this  is  all  I  claim  as  proved  by  the  argu- 
ment from  analogy. 

In  my  last  speech  I  argued,  that  as  many  sinners  jcontinue  cor- 
rupt and  miserable  during  their  whole  life,  we  have  strong-reason 
to  believe  they  would  continue  so,  were  their  earthly  existence 
protracted  to  a  much  greater  length.  More  than  this  :  were  their 
earthly  existence  to  be  efemal,  instead  of  being  removed  from  this 
to  another  state  to  spend  their  eternity,  we  have  not  only  no  proof 
to  the  contrary,  but  the  argument  from  analogy — the  facts  con- 
nected with  the  history  of  the  antediluvians,  when  the  life  of  man 
was  continued  to  little  less  than  one  thousand  years — and  the  facts 
developed  in  the  history  of  thousands  coming  under  our  own  ob- 
servation, go  to  establish  the  conclusion,  that  many  would,  in 
that  Case,  continue  sinful  and  miserable  ad  infinitum.  And  what 
has  the  gentleman  to  olTer  in  reply  to  this  ?  Why,  he  thinks, 
were  the  existence  of  men  to  continue  always  on  earUi,  or  in  the 
present  life,  they  would  not  be  always  sinful  and  miserable,  in  any 
one  instance,  because  there  is  a  recuperative  power  in  man,  which 
will  certainly  show  itself,  and  enable  its  possessor  to  roll  back 
the  tide  of  his  own  corrupt  nature,  reform  his  life,  and  return  to 
God.  Here  is  another  chimerical  notion,  introduced  to  relieve  the 
difficulties  of  a  visionary  and  false  theory.  This  innate  recupera- 
tive principle,  on  which  my  friend  depends  to  resist  and  overcome 
the  depravity  of  the  heart,  and  the  sensuality  and  corruption  of  the 
life,  has  no  existence  except  in  the  visionary  brain  of  the  mere  theo- 
rist. "  The  whole  head  is  sick,  and  the  whole  heart  faint,'*  is  the 
language  of  scripture.  We  are  taught  by  Holy  Writ,  ttiat  in  man,  in- 
dependently of  gracious,  supernatural  influence,  there  dwelleth  no 
good  thin^,  and  that,  of  himself  he  can  do  nothing.  And  yet  Mr. 
Austin  thmks  there  is  a  recuperative  power  in  man,  which,  at 
some  time,  can  and  will  resist  all  opposite  tendencies,  arrest  a 
downward  course,  and  restore  its  possessor  to  final  holiness  and 
happiness.  But  I  not  only  deny  the  existence  of  any  such  power 
in  man,  but  I  go  further,  and  say  it  is  directly  contradicted  by  all 
the  facts  furnished  by  the  history  of  our  race.  Amongst  all 
the  instances  of  reformation  ever  efiected,  I  deny  the  existence  of 
a  solitary  case,  in  which  the  restoration  of  the  corrupt  and  de- 
praved was  achieved  by  the  spontaneous  and  independent  action 
of  any  principle  or  power  arising  out  of  human  nature  itself.  Hu- 
man nature  has  never,  in  any  part  of  the  world,  arisen  from  its  mo- 
ral degradation  to  moral  dignity,  holiness  and  happiness,  except 
under  the  influence  of  the  gracious  provisions  of  a  merciful  God— * 
and  not  then,  unless  those  provisions  have  been  voluntarily  re- 
eeired  and  improved.    Bat  t&ere  are  a  thonstiid  facts  to  the  con- 
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traiy.  MaDy  nfttioM,  who  were  once  refined  and  prosperous,  are 
now  degprad«d  and  wretched,  and  some  of  them  are  only  known  in 
the  history  of  the  past.    There  are  many  examples  of  man's  de- 

generacy  hy  the  force  of  native  depravity,  bat  no  examples  of  his 
aving  arisen  oat  of  corruption  and  barbarism,  by  the  force  of  in- 
herent  moral  principle  and  virtue.  If  we  should  admit  the  exis- 
tence of  the  principle  referred  to  by  the  gentleman,  it  would  not 
aid  him  in  his  cause,  since  it  has  never  yet  worked  out  a  single 
practical  result.  That  which  has  lain  dormant  for  6000  years  ia 
the  human  constitution,  it  strikes  me,  can  furnish  but  poor  assu- 
rance of  its  future  action — poor  dependence  for  the  future  renova- 
tion and  happiness  of  the  human  family.  Moreover,  it  is  contra- 
dicted by  the  scriptures.  St.  Paul  speaks  of  some  who  were 
**  ever  learning,  and  never  able  to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
trath,"  and  of  others  who  are  denominated  **  evil  men  and  sedu- 
cers," who,  instead  of  growing  better  under  their  recuperative  mor- 
al energies,  **  waxed  worse  and  worse,  deceiving  and  being  de- 
ceived.*' Besides,  this  fantastic  notion  stands  opposed  to  the  na- 
ture and  design  of  the  gospel.  Does  not  Christ  say,  *'  without 
me  ye  can  do  nothing  ?"  Does  not  Paul  say,  "  by  grace  ye  are 
saved  through  faith,  and  that  not  of  yourselves,  it  is  the  gift  of 
Grod  V*  But  is  it  not  of  ourselves,  if  it  is  by  the  recuperative  pow- 
er of  our  own  natures?  What  perfect  nonsense  it  is  for  the  gen- 
tleman to  talk  of  a  Savior,  gospel,  and  salvation,  when,  after  all. 
he  rests  the  soundness  of  his  cause,  and  the  certainty  of  his  con- 
clusion, upon  the  innate  poufer  of  human  nature  to  react  upon,  re- 
sist, and  overcome  its  own  corruptions.  Finally,  this  notion  is 
proved  to  be  false,  by  the  nature  of  that  moral  state  in  which  the 
sinner  is  said  to  exist.  It  is  a  state  of  death.  They  are  "  dead  in 
trespasses  and  sins."  When  Mr.  Austin  shall  explain  how  that 
which  is  dead  can  bring  itself  into  a  state  of  life ;  or  how  there 
can  be  in  death  a  recuperative  principle  or  power  which  can  react 
upon  death,  destroy  it,  and  end  in  life,  then  it  will  be  time  enough 
to  give  particular  attention  to  the  logical  process  bv  which  he  shall 
reach  his  conclusion.  Mr.  Austin  repeats  again  what  he  has  often 
said  before,  that  divine  punishment  is  reformatory.  1  have  already 
ittlmitted  that  the  reformation  of  the  offender,  under  a  dispensation 
of  grace  and  mercy,  is  one  object  of  divine  inflictions.  But  it  is 
not  the  primary  design  of  law  and  penalty.  Nor  would  the  resto- 
ration of  the  sinner  ever  have  formed  an  object  to  be  attained  by  pe- 
nal visitations,  had  no  Savior  and  no  gospel  been  introduced,  to  re- 
lieve the  transgressor  from  the  stern,  unyielding  demands  of  jus- 
tice. Law,  of  itself,  knows  nothing  of  mercy,  and  only  allows 
its  exercise  under  the  moral  influence  of  a  vicarious  atonement. 
The  primary  design  of  penalty  was,  and  is,  to  deter  from  sin  ;  the 
secondary  design,  to  vindicate  the  broken  law  by  just  and  deserved 
punishment.  This  second  design  is  answered  by  the  atonement 
of  Christ,  in  respect  to  all  who  repent  of  their  sins  and  believe  ia 
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lum.  Hence  Paul  says  be  is  the  propitiation  for  oar  sine,  '*  that 
l&e  (God)  migbt  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him  that  believeth  in 
Jesus."  But  as  the  penalty  is  only  waived,  on  condition  of  repen- 
tance, it  becomes  a  motive  to  injuee  repentance  and  reformation. 
In  this  sen^  only  are  divine  punishments  reformatory.  Mr.  Aus- 
tin's view  of  the  reformative  influence  of  punishment,  is  founded 
in  fundamental  error.  It  contravenes  the  nature  and  design  of 
law,  and  renders  the  gospel  unnecessary.  St.  Paul  tells  us  that 
the  **  knowle^lge  of  sin"  comes  by  tbe  law,  and  that  there  is  no 
law  given  that  can  give  life.  Mr.  Austin  makes  life  and  salva- 
tion arise  out  of  the  law  itself,  by  making  it  the  necessary  result 
of  punishment.  St.  Paul  says,  **  bv  grace  are  ye  saved  through 
faith  ;"  Mr.  Austin  says,  by  the  law  are  ye  saved  through  pun- 
ishment *<  Behold  what  manner  of  love  the  father  hath  bestow- 
ed upon  us/*  in  making  our  salvation  the  necessary  result  of  pun- 
ishment ! ! !  Besides,  how  ridiculously  absurd  it  is,  to  talk  of  the 
total  destruction,  of  the  antediluvians,  the  Sodomites,  the  Korah- 
ites,  tbe  Egyptians,  as  a  measure  adopted  to  reform  them.  If  tbey 
have  been  reformed  by  this  punishment,  when  and  how  were 
they  reformed  ?  Does  God  punish  men  with  sudden  and  violent 
death,  in  this  world,  to  reform  them  in  another  world  ?  Let  the 
gentleman  explain  this  subject,  in  connection  with  his  views  of 
sin,  and  its  relation  to  the  body  as  its  primary  source,  and  in 
harmony  with  his  notions  of  salvation  and  eternal  life.  Pshaw  ! 
It  is  all  nonsense.  It  may  do  to  talk  such  stuff  to  those  unac- 
customed to  think  for  themselves,  but  sensible  men  know  better. 
That  punishment  is  not  always  reformatory,  in  its  design  or  effect, 
we  have  scriptural  evidence  in  Prov.  i,  24-28 — ••  Because  I  have 
called,  and  ye  refused ;  I  have  stretched  out  my  band,  and  no 
man  regarded ;  but  ye  have  set  at  naught  all  my  counsel,  and 
would  none  of  my  reproof ;  I  also  will  laugh  at  your  calamity ;  I 
will  mock  when  your  fear  cometh.  When  your  fear  cometh  as  de- 
solation, and  yonr  destruction  cometh  as  a  whirlwind ;  when  dis- 
tress and  anguish  cometh  upon  you :  then  shall  they  call  upon  me» 
but  I  will  not  answer;  they  shall  seek  me  early,  but  they  sitall 
not  find  me**  Also,  Prov.  xxix.  1. — «*  He  that  beine  often  re- 
proved, hardeneth  his  neck,  shall  suddenly  be  destroyed,  and  that 
without  remedy.** 

I  now  jmy  my  respects  to  Mr.  Austin's  ne^tive  proofs.  One 
of  these  is,  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  perdition  is  not  taught  in 
the  Old  Testament.  He  denies  that  the  idea  is  found  in  the  Old 
Testament,  and  yet,  after  all,  admits  it  is  there,  by  saying  it  is 
contradicted.  How  could  the  writers  of  the  Old  Testament  con- 
tradict the  doctrine,  if  they  had  not  the  idea.  This  is  very  strange 
reasoning. 

It  will  be  recollected,  when  the  other  question  was  under  dis- 
Cttfrsion,  the  gentleman  quoted  several  times  from  the  Old  Testa* 
ment,  to  prove  his  doctrine  of  eternal  life  for  all  men.    Bat  how 
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eoald  he  do  this,  without  admitting  the  idea  of  eternal  death  ?  Tt 
is  a  fact  as  well  known  to  Mr.  Aastin  as  to  me«  that  the  Jews 
claimed  eternal  life  for  themselves,  and  regarded  all  Gentile  nations 
as  outcasts  from  the  mercy  of  God,  an:i  the  benefits  of  final  satra- 
tion.  It  was  not  antil  the  Christian  dispensation  had  fully  opened, 
ttiat  it  was  understood,  even  by  believing  Jews,  that  •*  God  is  no 
respecter  of  persons.*'  And  yet  my  friend  says  the  idea  of  endless 
punishment  is  not  in  the  Old  Testament,  and  that  its  promises 
and  threatenings  are  confined  to  this  world.  He  quotes  the  prom- 
ises  of  the  Old  Testament  to  prove  eternal  life,  and  yet  he  assures 
us  these  very  promises,  as  well  as  the  threatenings  of  thai  book, 
belong  only  to  this  life.    What  a  logical  freak  is  here  ! ! ! 

Ma.  Austin  : — I  beg  to  correct  my  brother.  I  did  not  qaote 
from  it  to  prove  eternal  life. 

Mr.  Holmes  : — Well,  if  it  suits  any  better — ^to  prove  that  all  men 
will  bt  finally  holy  and  happy.  ^Just  at  this  point,  I  wish  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  audience  to  two  very  strange  things.  First: 
He  makes  a  distinction  between  eternal  life  and  final  holiness  and 
happinefs.  How  a  man  can  be  finally  holy  and  happy,  without 
having  eternal  life,  I  leave  the  gentleman  to  explain.  And  for  the 
sake  of  consistency,  I  hope  he  will  do  it  in  his  next  speech.  The 
second  point  to  which  I  refer  is,  that  my  friend  quotes  the  prom- 
ises of  the  Old  Testament  to  Tprore  final  holiness  and  happiness^ 
and  yet  contends  that  the  promises  and  threatenings  of  that  book 
relate  wholly  to  this  world.  From  this  it  follows,  either  this 
world  embraces  all  worlds,  and  all  existence,  or  the  final  holiners 
and  happiness  for  which  he  contends,  is  limited  to  man*s  earthly 
state.    0  consistency,  thou  art  a  jewel ! ! ! 

I  will  take  up  this  point  again,  and,  in  the  proper  place,  show 
that  the  Jews  did  believe  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  and 
that  Josephus  believed  and  taught  the  same  truth. 

I  now  pass  to  consider  the  second  negative  argument  of  Mr. 
Austin,  based  on  the  assumption  that  endless  punishment  is  cor* 
trary  to  reason,  and  thereiore  false.  I  was  a  little  surprised,  I 
confess,  that  the  gentleman  should  have  commenced  this  argument 
by  laying  down  the  premises  of  Infidelity ;  and  yet  I  know  not 
why  I  should  be  surprised,  since  Universalism  embraces  the  essen- 
tial elements  of  Infidelity.  The  langnage  to  which  I  refer,  is  as 
follows:  "  He  that  cannot  reason,  is  a  fool ;  he  that  will  not  rea- 
son, is  a  bigot ;  he  that  dare  not  reason,  is  a  slave."  This  is  the 
precise  language  used  by  Thomas  Paine,  Robert  Dale  Owen,  and 
Abner  Kneeland,  in  their  career  of  infidel  blasphemy.  This  lan- 
guage does  not  state  an  untruth  in  itself.  It  is  the  perverted  use 
of  it  to  which  I  object.  By  what  he  calls  reasoning  from  this  pre- 
mise, Mr.  Austin  arrives  at  the  conclusion,  that  the  doctrine  of  end- 
less punishment  is  false.  By  the  same  process,  Thomas  Paine 
convinced  himself  diat  the  Bible  was  a  tissue  of  falsehoods,  the 
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Prophets  and  Apostles  knaves  and  liars,  and  Christianity  a  fable ; 
-while  Ahner  Kneeland  went  still  further  in  the  same  direction,  be- 
ing guided  by  the  same  light,  until  he  came  to  the  profound  con- 
clusion— that  "  matter  is  God,  and  God  is  matter,  and  it  is  no  mat- 
ter whether  there  be  any  God  or  not.'*  If  my  friend  Mr.  Austin 
could  carry  out  his  views  of  human  reason,  he  would  soon  reach 
the  same  goal.  But  look  at  the  gentleman's  consistency.  End- 
less punishment  is  a  doctrine  ox  heathenism,  he  has  told  us, 
and  tnerefore  he  cannot  believe  it ;  now  he  tells  us  it  is  false, 
because  contrary  to  reason.  And  yet  the  reason  of  the  heathen 
world  has  always  approved  the  doctrine.  The  heathen  believed 
the  doctrine,  because  it  agrees  with  their  reason ;  Mr.  Aus^tin  re- 

t'ects  it,  because  it  is  believed  by  heathen — that  is,  lie  rejects  it, 
lecause  their  reason  led  them  to  believe  it ;  and  he  still  farther  re- 
jects it,  because  it  is  contrary  to  reason.  Let  him  reconcile  these 
contrarieties,  who  can.  But,  to  show  the  unsoundness  of  Mr. 
Austin's  argument  on  human  reason,  we  remark.  Firsts  xheie  is 
nothing  in  the  doctrine  of  endles  punishment  inconsistent  with 
right  reason ;  the  difficulty,  if  any,  is  in  the  weakness  of  the  facul- 
ty, not  in  any  incongruity  in  the  subject  on  which  it  is  exercised. 
secondly^  reason  is  a  weak  and  erring  faculty,  and  therefore  not 
to  be  trusted  as  a  guide  in  relation  to  such  subjects.  To  be  con- 
vinced of  this,  we  have  but  to  look  at  the  various  and  discordant 
speculations  of  men  in  reference  to  the  human  constitution,  and 
our  future  and  final  condition.  Professing  to  be  guided  by  pure 
reason,  some  have  concluded  that  man  is  all  material,  others  that 
he  is  all  imnmterial ;  some  woQld  give  him  reason  as  an  infalli- 
ble guide,  others  would  make  him  the  slave  of  passion ;  some 
would  terminate  his  existence  in  the  tomb,  and  yet  others  will 
allow  him,  if  he  can,  to  live  on  beyond  the  tomb— and  thus  every 
variety  of  place  has  been  assigned  to  man,  between  a  brute  and 
a  God,  under  the  dictates  of  human  reason.  There  is  no  safety 
in  depending  on  reason  as  a  guide,  in  relation  to  moral  subject**. 
St.  Paul,  speaking  of  certain  characters  who  thought  as  Mr. 
Austin  does^  that  human  reason  was  a  sufficient  light,  says  res- 
jpecting  them,  "  professing  themselves  to  be  wise,  they  became 
fools."  Another  difficulty,  and  one  which  vitiates  the  whole  ar- 
gument of  my  friend,  is,  that  he  exaits  reason  above  the  Bible, 
and  makes  it  superior  to  the  voice  of  God.  What  is  the  proper 
office  of  reason  in  matters  of  religion  ?  This  is  the  only  im- 
portant question  in  relation  to  this  subject.  Mr.  Austin  makes 
It  the  prerogative  of  reason,  to  determine  what  the  Bible  ought 
to  teackj  not  what  it  does  teach.  This  is  clearly  making  reason 
superior  to  revelation,  and  disclaiming  the  necessity  of  revelation 
altogether.  Reason  has  no  business  to  prejudge  the  character 
and  propriety  of  the  truths  revealed,  but  its  office  is  to  determine 
what  those  truths  are,  by  a  fair  and  honest  interpretation  of  the 
language  of  scripture.    And  when  we  have  clearly  ascertained 
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that  a  fact  is  revealed,  it  is  our  duty  to  receive  and  believe  it, 
whether  our  reason  fully  comprehends  it  or  not.  If  the  subject 
be  obscure  and  mysterious,  it  is  not  because  of  any  incongruity 
in  its  own  nature,  but  because  of  the  weakness  ana  bb'ndness  of 
human  reason.  I  close  my  remarks  on  this  point,  at  present,  by 
a  direct  and  flat  denial,  that  there  is  in  the  doctrine  of  endless 
punishment  anything  contrary  to  right  reason. 

My  fourth  argument  is  founded  on  two  of  Mr.  Austin^s  af- 
firmative arguments  on  the  last  question  discussed,  viz. — the  *^ts- 
8 ion  of  Christ^*''  and  the  *^  antithesis''^  of  uHain  passages  of  scrip' 
tare.  From  the  mission  of  Christ  to  our  world,  he  argues,  all 
men  will  be  finally  holy  and  happy.  By  this  argument,  the 
gentleman  admits  the  mission  of  Christ  was  necessary  to  the  final 
salvation  of  all  men;  hence,  on  his  own  principles  of  reasoning, 
men  were  exposed  to  eternal  deaths  and  would  nave  been  lost,  if 
Christ  had  not  interposed.  That  this  conclusion  is  correct,  is 
evident  from  the  fact,  that  he  represents  Christ  as  the  subject  of 
derision  amongst  the  angels  of  Heaven,  in  case  he  should  fail  to 
bring  all  men  to  glory — ^^  here  comes  the  man  that  began  to  build, 
but  was  not  able  to  finish.'*  That  is,  he  came  to  our  world  to 
save  all  men  with  final  holiness  and  happiness  in  heaven,  and  if 
he  don't  effect  his  object,  the  angels  will  laugh  at  him.  If  there 
is  any  force  in  this,  it  is  only  on  supposition  that  all  men  were 
lost  in  respect  to  their  final  state^  and  but  for  the  mission  of  Christ, 
not  merely  a  part,  but  the  whole  human  family,  would  have  been 
endlessly  miserable.     If  you  please,  just  stick  a  stake  here. 

The  second  argument  referred  to,  is  founded  on  antithesis^  as 
characterising  certain  passages  of  scripture,  where  one  thing  is 
placed  over  against  another  in  the  form  of  opposition,  or  contrast, 
as  follows :  *'  As  in  Adam  all  die,  even  so  in  Christ  shall  all  be 
made  alive."  "As  by  the  offence  of  one,  judgment  came  upon 
all  men  to  condemnation,  even  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one,  the 
free  gift  came  upon  all  men  unto  justification  of  life."  On  these 
passages  Mr.  Austin  remarked — **what  we  lost  in  Adam,  we 
gained  in  Christ" — from  which  he  concludes,  all  men  will  be 
saved.  Now  if  all  men  are  to  be  saved  on  the  principle  of  hav- 
ing gained  in  Christ  what  they  lost  in  Adam,  then  it  follows,  as 
they  gain  final  holiness  and  happiness  in  Christ,  they  lost  it  in 
Adam ;  and  here,  again,  we  have  the  logical  admission  of  Mr. 
Austin,  that  the  whole  human  family  were  lost,  in  a  sense  con- 
trasting with  final  holiness  and  happiness,  and  could  never  have 
been  saved,  if  Christ  had  not  interposed :  hence,  without  Christ, 
men  were,  and  are  exposed  to  eternal  death.  I  wish  the  audience 
to  look  at  this,  and  Keep  it  in  mind.  If  Mr.  Austin  will  frankly 
give  up  these  two  arguments  in  support  of  the  affirmative  of  the 
second  question,  I  must  yield  the  conclusion  drawn  from  them  in 
support  of  the  doctrine  of  endless  perdition ;  but  if  he  holds  on  to 
these,  then,  though  they  do  not  prove  the  truth  of  his  proposition, 
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they  furnish  me  with  an  unanswerable  proof  in  confirmation  of 
mine.  This  argument  may  be  summed  up  thus :  if,  as  Mr.  Aus- 
tin admits  in  the  two  arguments  above  named,  the  world  is  lost — 
exposed  to  endless  perdition  without  Christ  and  his  gospel — it  fol- 
lows, God  has  a  law^  the  pencUty  of  which  ts  endless  death  ;  and 
those  who  now  reject  Chnst,  and  despise  the  riches  of  his  grace, 
must  perish  everlastingly.  **  He  that  believeth  not.  shall  be 
damned.''  Or,  to  use  the  language  of  St.  Paul — "  To  such,  there 
remaineth  no  more  sacrifice  for  sin^,  but  a  certain  fearful  looking 
for  of  judgment,  and  of  fiery  indignation,  that  shall  devour  the  ad- 
versaries."— (Heb.  X.  27.)  Thus  the  gentleman  is  taken  in  the 
coils  of  his  own  net;  let  him  extricate  himself,  if  he  can. 

I  now  call  your  attention  to  my  fifth  argument,  founded  on  the 
doctrine  or  fact  of 

HUMAN  DEPRAVITT: 
Tike  coiutantlx  increanng  power  and  iufloence  it  exerts  orer  die  heart  and  life. 

It  is  not  my  intention  here  to  introduce  for  discussion  the  doc- 
trine of  natural^  total  depravity.  Nor  is  it  necessary.  This  argu- 
ment is  predicated  upon  facts  which  I  suppose  my  friend  Mr. 
Austin  will  not  dispute,  viz.  that  men  are  depraved,  and  that  it  is 
natural  for  this  depravity  to  increase  its  power  and  influence  over 
the  heart  and  life — that  is,  it  becomes  more  inveterate  the  longer 
it  IS  cherished,  and  exhibits  its  fruits  with  greater  and  greater  facil- 
ity, and  in  a  constantly  increasing  ratio. 

But  lest  my  friend  Mr.  Austin  should  lack  clearness  of  concep- 
tion, and  definiteness  of  view  on  this  point,  I  will  aid  his  mind, 
as  well  as  present  the  subject  to  the  congregation  in  a  convincing 
light,  by  the  following  considerations. 

1.  It  is  a  fact  that  all  men  have  gone  out  of  the  way — "  All 
have  sinned  and  come  short  of  the  ^ory  of  God."  The  univer- 
sal prevalence  of  wickedness,  in  all  ages  and  places,  is  indisputa- 
ble. No  portion  of  our  race  is  exempt,  unless  they  have  become 
80  under  the  influence  of  the  restoring  system  of  the  gospel.  Now 
our  Lord  tells  us,  that  from  the  heart  proceed  evil  thoughts,  and 
a  long  catalogue  of  crimes  which  he  names:  but  the  heart  must 
be  in  an  evil  state,  that  is,  depraved,  before  it  can  give  birth  to 
evil  thoughts;  and  as  this  is  true  of  all,  therefore  all  are  depraved. 

2.  The  evidence  of  this  depravity  is  seen  in  infant  minds ;  it 
exhibits  its  fruits  in  resentment,  envy,  pride,  selfishness,  cruelty, 
revenge,  and  so  on.  as  soon  as  a  development  is  made  of  intelli- 
gence :  affording  abundant  promise  of  the  future  and  more  finished 
work  of  depravity. 

3.  It  is  proved  by  experience.  Every  man  is  conscious  of  a 
natural  tendency  to  many  evils — a  tendency  which  exists,  though 
he  is  conscious  of  the  misery  entailed  by  indulgence,  and  though 
he  wishes  to  resist  and  overcome  it. 

4«  The  strength  of  this  depravity  is  seen  in  the  enormity  of  the 
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crimes  to  which  men  ahandon  themselves ;  and  the  numerous  and 
powerful  legal  and  moral  checks  and  restraints,  against  which 
this  tide  of  corruption  rushes  onward. 

Now,  without  adverting  to  more  scripture  testimony,  these  facta, 
proved  by  experience  and  observation,  make  out  as  clear  a  case 
as  can  be  established  by  moral  reasoning.  Now,  as  men  are  in 
a  state  of  depravity,  it  follows  that  they  are  not  saved — they  are 
under  condemnation  and  moral  death ;  hence,  as  long  as  they  re- 
main  depraved,  they  remain  condemned  and  lost  to  virtue  and  hap- 
piness. Thus  far  I  trust  I  have  the  consent  of  Mr.  Austin  himself, 
to  the  soundness  of  my  argument.  I  suppose  also  he  will  agree 
with  me,  that  the  depraved  man  is  necessarily  unhappy:  and 
that  the  strength  of  proof  that  unhappiness  or  misery  will  continue 
always ,  is  equal  to  the  strength  of  proof  that  depravity  will  al- 
ways continue.  Here  let  it  be  understood  that  depravity  is  a 
moral,  not  natural  or  physical  evil^nor  does  it  arise  out  of  nat- 
ural or  physical  evil ;  hence,  it  is  not  subject  to  the  operation  of 
physical  laws.  Let  it  be  farther  observed  here,  that  the  burden 
of  proof  rests  on  Universalism.  Universalism  asserts  that  all  men 
will  be  finally  happy  :  hence,  it  is  bound  to  pro^^e  that  all  deprav- 
ity will  be  destroyed,  as  well  as  all  its  effects.  If  there  is  a  fail- 
ure at  this  point,  then  Universalism  is  bound  to  admit  the  contin- 
uance of  misery,  since  depravity  and  misery  go  together.  But  in 
the  absence  of  positive  proof  that  it  will  come  to  an  end,  we  pro- 
ceed to  prove  that  it  may  and  will  continue.  And  if  we  prove 
only  that  it  may  continue,  we  put  it  forever  out  of  the  power  of 
Universalism  to  establish  the  nnal  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
men.  In  proof  of  the  continuance  of  human  depravity,  we  offer 
the  following  thoughts: 

1.  Its  existence  as  a  moral  evil  under  the  moral  government  of 
God.  The  bare  fact  that  moral  evil  exists,  is  proof  that  it  will 
continue,  unless  there  be  positive  evidence  that  power,  external  to 
itself,  will  be  employe  J  to  bring  it  to  an  end.  Depravity,  left  to 
the  operation  of  its  own  laws,  will  parpetuate  its  existence  ad  m- 
finitum. 

2.  Depravity  shuts  out  moral  light  and  love  of  virtue  from  the 
mini,  and  promotes  a  relish  for  sinful  indulgence.  Hence,  the 
Bibb  says,  *'m^n  love  darkness  rather  than  light,  because  their 
deeds  are  evil."  They  resist  the  light,  neither  will  they  come  to 
the  light,  "  lest  their  deeds  should  be  reproved."  St.  Paul  tells  us 
of  a  class  of  sinners,  who  were  willingly  ignorant :  they  hated 
light  to  such  an  extent,  anJ  depravity  hxd  so  strong  an  influence 
over  them,  that  they  "did  not  like  to  retain  GoJ  in  their  knowl- 
elje' — ml  their  love  of  sin  was  so  great  that  they  "rolled  it  as 
a  sweet  morsel  un  Jer  their  tongue."  Is  such  a  state  of  mind  and 
heart  favorable  to  the  destruction  of  depravity  1  is  it  not  rather  a 
pledge  that  it  shall  continue  ? 

3.  Punishment  cannot  destroy  depravity.     So  far  as  punish- 
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ment  arises  out  of  a  sinful  coarse,  it  is  a  natural  consequence  or 
effect  of  sin.  Hence,  this  punishment  cannot  destroy  sin,  because 
an  ej^ect  cannot  defray  its  cause.  So  far  as  punishment  is  positive, 
it  is  inflicted  by  the  law  eiver,  as  the  penalty  of  his  violated  Jaw. 
This  punishment  cannot  destroy  depravity,  because  it  is  its  object 
to  preserve  the  honor  and  stability  of  the  government.  First,  by 
guarding  the  law  from  infraction,  and  secondl^by  seeking  satis- 
&ction  when  it  is  transgressed.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
or  design  of  punishment  adapted  to  destroy  depravity.  Punish- 
ment may  act  as  a  motive  on  the  mind  of  tne  sinner — it  may  lead 
to  reflection,  to  repentance — it  may  lead  to  a  determination  to  em- 
brace the  gospel ;  but  in  this  case  it  is  the  gospel  that  destroys 
depravity,  not  punishment.  Depravity  cannot  be  destroyed  witn- 
out  the  operation  of  divine  grace  ;  but  there  is  no  grace  in  pun- 
ishment, because  it  is  the  iimiction  of  law,  and  there  is  no  grace 
in  law;  therefore  punishment  cannot  destroy  depravity. 

And  if  we  wish  farther  proof  of  this,  we  have  it  in  the  practi- 
cal and  moral  results  of  the  systems  of  punishment  established 
among  men,  and  in  the  fact  that  thousands  persevere  and  die  in 
sin,  though  they  are  the  subjects  of  God's  penal  dispensations  and 
visitations  in  this  world. 

4.  The  strength  of  depravity  is  increased  by  indulgence.  Ev- 
ery repeated  act  of  depravity  increases  the  sinful  bias  of  the  mind. 
On  the  principles  of  philosophy  it  must  be  so.  As  the  strength 
of  moral  power  is  improved  by  exercise,  so  the  stren^h  of  pas- 
sion and  principle,  whether  good  or  bad,  is  increased  by  indul- 
gence. The  stream  of  human  depravity  runs  downward,  and  the 
farther  it  proceeds  from  its  source,  the  more  deep  and  rapid  does 
it  become,  until  every  moral  barrier  and  virtuous  restraint  is 
swept  away,  and  the  sinner  abandons  himself  to  the  full  power 
and  influence  of  his  vicious  propensities.  Hence,  says  Paul,  speak- 
ing prophetically,  *<  evil  men  and  seducers  shall  wax  worse  and 
worse,  deceiving  and  being  deceived." 

Look  at  the  downward  course  of  the  drunkard,  the  liar,  the 
thief,  and  the  licentious  man,  as  practical  illustrations  and  confir- 
mations of  the  truth  of  this  position.  The  beginning  may  be 
small,  but  the  end  is  like  the  breaking  away  of  dykes,  and'  the 
Jetting  out  of  water.  Do  these  facts  mmish  any  proof,  or  allow 
any  hope  even,  that  all  men  will  be  holy  and  happy  ? 

5.  Tbousands,  resisting  all  moral  restraints  and  reformative 
influences,  commence  active  life  under  depraved  principles,  in- 
crease in  depravity  as  they  grow  older,  and  leave  this  world  un- 
der the  unrestrained  influence  of  vicious  indulgence.  One  is  a 
tippler  at  twenty — a  drunkard  at  thirty — and  at  forty  dies  with  the 
^^  delirium  tremens.'''^  Another  is  a  liar  at  ten — a  thief  at  twenty 
— a  murderer  at  thirty — and  to  escape  detection  and  punishment, 
ends  his  life  by  suicide.  And  in  various  ways,  tens  of  thousands 
live  and  die,  exhibiting  no  other  feelings  than  hatred  of  God,  and 


y  Google 


478  Austin's  third  reply 

love  of  every  thin^  vicious.  Thus  we  have  shown  you  man,  de- 
praved in  youth,  m  manhood,  in  old  age,  in  death  particularly 
displaying  his  ruling  passion  strongly,  as  far  as  we  can  trace  him. 
His  course  is  marked  with  blackest  moral  turpitude ;  and  when 
he  leaves  our  sight,  *tis  done  by  a  depraved  act  of  peculiar  base- 
ness. Now,  wh^e  is  he,  and  what  is  his  moral  condition  ?  Tell 
me,  sir,  has  he  ceased  to  be  depraved  ?  If  not,  will  he  cease  to 
be  depraved  %  If  so,  when,  and  where,  and  how  ?  Let  me  have 
your  demonstration,  sir :  and  recollect,  nothing  short  of  demon- 
stration will  answer  here.  We  must  have  something  on  which 
the  mind  can  fasten  as  infallible  security.  We  saw  him  as  he 
passed,  and  he  was  depraved — ^we  saw  him  when  he  left  the  worid, 
and  he  was  still  more  depraved.  By  what  process  is  this  incar- 
nate devil  transformed  into  an  adoring  worshipper  at  God^s  right 
hand  ?     We  wait  for  an  answer. 

In  the  meantime  we  remark,  the  onlv  remedy  for  the  deprav- 
ity of  man,  is  in  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.    But  the 
benefit  of  this  is  only  enjoyed  by  those  who  use  the  proffered 
grace,  and  improve  the  light  reflected  upon  the  mind.    This  God 
gives  power  to  do ;  and  yet,  as  we  have  seenv  -many  despise  and 
urn  every  gracious  offer,  and  rush  on  madly  to  ruin.     For  such 
ere  is  no  nope.    "  He  that  is  filthy,  let  him  be  filthy  still."    Thus 
e  have  shown,  that  the  depravity  of  man,  in  its  nature,  tenden- 
es  and  results,  goes  directly  to  establish  the  eternal  perdition  of 
e  ungodly.    Nothing  can  prevent  this  issue  in  regard  to  every  de- 
raved  sinner,  but  his  timely  appropriation  of  the  appointed  rem- 
edy.    Let  Mr.  Austin  disprove  tnis,  if  he  can.    Let  him  present  a 
thus  saith  the  Lord,  for  the  notion  that  man  is  to  be  redeemed 
and  saved  from  his  depravity  and  misery  in  a  future  world,  and 
I  promise  to  give  up  the  point  and  suspend  this  discussioo.— 
ITime  expired. 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  THIRD  REPLT.] 

Brother  Moderators: — In  commencing  his  third  speech,  the  gen- 
tleman in  the  afi^rmative,  introduces  the  following  declaration  of 
the  Most  High — "  The  Lord  will  not  cast  off  forever.  But  though 
he  cause  grief,  yet  will  he  have  compassion  according  to  the  mul- 
titude of  his  mercies.  For  he  doth  not  afflict  willingly,  nor  grieve 
the  children  of  men." — (Lam.  iii.  31-33.)  It  would  be  difficult 
to  determine  why  he  called  up  this  passage,  in  this  stage  of  our 
discussion,  after  noticing  it  before  it  was  introduced  in  support  of 
the  affirmative  of  the  second  question.  The  probability  is,  how- 
ever, that  after  laborious  cogitation  he  fancies  he  has  luckily  dis- 
covered something  that  will  enable  him  to  weaken  the  support  it 
yields  to  the  salvation  of  the  world.  As  usual,  when  seeking  to 
destroy  the  most  positive  declarations  of  God,  the  Elder  veiy  un- 
ceremomooBly  manufactttres  a  condition^  which  he  tacks  to  tha 


>d  by  Google 


ON  BNDLESfl  PUITISHMBNT.  479 

passage,  and  tbat  he  fancies,  makes  it  all  straight,  according  to 
orthodoxy.  So  ingeniously  has  this  improring  of  the  word  of 
Jehovah  been  done,  that  he  has  metamorphosed  one  of  the  most 
positive  declarations  against  endless  punisnment,  that  Deity  could 
utter,  or  human  language  express,  into  a  very  respectable  f  roof, 
as  he  supposes,  of  the  very  doctrine  which  the  Creator  designed 
to  contradict.  God  says  he  "  WILL  NOT  cast  off  forever !"  Mr. 
Holmes,  after  having  dove-tailed  his  condition  into  the  passage, 
would  have  the  audience  believe  he  has  adroitly  turned  it  around 
so  that  it  reads  directly  backwards^  in  regard  to  the  meaning  God 
designed  it  to  convey — as  follows:  "The  Lord  WILL  cast  off 
for  ever.  Though  he  cause  grief  here,  yet  will  he  cause  greater, 
even  endless,  grief  hereafter;  because  he  WILL  NOT  have  com- 
passion according  to  the  multitude  of  his  mercies.  For  he  DOTH 
afflict  willingly,  and  grieve  the  children  of  men ! ! !"  I  humbly 
suggest  my  friend  has  made  rather  too  free  with  the  declarations 
of  tne  Almighty !  Any  reader  of  the  Bible  can  see  at  a  glance, 
that  there  is  no  conditionality  attached  to  the  passage.  Whatever 
the  prophet  says  in  the  context,  either  in  regard  to  the  rewards 
God  bestows  upon  the  humble  and  upright,  or  the  punishments 
he  inflicts  upon  the  wicked,  in  no  respect  invalidates  or  weakens 
the  positive  assertions  of  the  passage  under  consideration.  While 
speaking  of  rewards  and  punishment,  the  Most  High  reveals  a 
primary  and  fundamental  principle  in  his  government,  viz.  that 
however  severely  he  may  feel  it  right  to  punish  his  disobedient 
children,  yet  he  will  not  cast  them  off /or  ever ;  but  that  in  the 
midst  of  judgment  he  will  remember  mercy,  because  his  mercies 
are  a  vast  multitude.  And  a  most  satisfactory  and  gracious  rea- 
son has  been  assigned,  why  the  Father  of  Spirits  is  thus  merciful. 
•*  He  doth  not  afflict  willingly,  [simply  to  torment,]  nor  grieve  the 
children  of  men !" 

But  the  Elder  fancies  he  has  met  with  a  **  windfall.^'  He  has 
found  a  passage  which  utters  something  about  being  cast  off  for 
ever.  David  once  said  to  his  son  Solomon — "  If  thou  forsake 
him,  he  will  cast  thee  off  for  ever." — (1  Chron.  xxviii.  9.)*  But 
in  what  sense  would  he  cast  him  off  for  ever  ?  Not  as  his  crea- 
ture— not  as  his  offspring — but  as  a  King.  In  other  words,  he 
would  take  away  his  authority,  his  dominion,  as  an  earthly  Ru- 
ler. The  principle  upon  which  God  would  continue  unto  him 
his  kingdom — his  regal  power  and  splendor — is  laid  down  in  a 
preceding  verse — *'I  will  establish  his  kingdom  for  ever,  IF  he 
be  constant  to  do  my  commandments  and  my  judgments  as  at  this 
day." — (verse  7.)  But  if  he  be  not  thus  constant,  then  Jehovah 
would  cast  him  off  for  ever  as  King  of  Israel,  and  deprive  him  of 
the  high  trusts  conferred  upon  him.    But  while  setting  him  aside 

*  Thu  pMMige  lull  beea  omitud  in  hia  printed  tpeech. 
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as  an  earthly  monarch,  he  would  rememher  mercy  as  a  father, 
and  restore  the  erring  in  due  time,  to  holiness  and  heaven !  "^^ 
My  brother  opposite  insists  God  does  punish  men  capitally  in 
this  life—that  sinners  sometimes  receive  as  punishment  for  their 
crimes,  bodily  injunes  from  which  they  do  not  recover.  In  taking 
this  position.  Elder  Holmes  reiterates  his  belief  in  punishment  iu 
this  lift.  This  is  a  direct  blow  from  his  own  hand,  against  his 
favonte  dogma  of  Endless  Punishment.  He  will  not  have  the 
hardihood  to  contend  that  men  will  be  punished  hereafter  and  for- 
ever, on  account  of  deeds  for  which  they  have  already  been  pun- 
ished in  this  world.  But  although  men  do  occasionally  experience 
bodily  injury,  in  the  present  life,  as  a  punishment  for  sin,  this  is 
not  a  capital  punishment,  under  the  government  of  God.  Capital 
punishment  is  the  highest  punishment  which  a  tribunal  can  inflict 
'  on  a  culprit,  and  one  which  removes  him  beyond  its  reach,  either 
for  good  or  for  evil.  But  such  is  not  the  character  of  any  bodily 
loss  which  the  government  of  Heaven  inflicts  on  the  sinful  in  the 
present  existence-  It  is  not  capital,  because  it  is  not  the  highest 
that  can  be  imposed,  even  in  this  world.  The  sting  of  a  guilty 
conscience  is  a  punishment  far  more  severe  and  terrible  than  any 
bodily  injury.  It  is  not  capital  because  it  does  not  take  the  cul- 
prit beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  God.  It  can  endure  but  for  the  few 
years  of  this  life.  And  this  ||[uilty  one  during  life  and  after  death, 
IS  still  under  the  control  of  his  Judge,  and  subject  to  anv  influen- 
ces he  may  bring  to  bear  upon  him.  It  is  liot  capital^  because  it 
IS  remedial.  From  any  penalty,  any  suffering,  any  loss,  of  a  bod- 
ily nature,  God  can  bring  out  good  to  the  soul.  He  can  make  it 
instrumental  in  working  repentance  and  purification  in  the  hearts 
of  the  euilty. 

Mr.  Holmes  insists  that  men  have  no  power  to  reform.  The 
supposition  that  they  have,  he  says,  is  against /acts.  He  maintains 
that  the  world  is  in  a  degenerating  state  where  Christianity  does 
not  exist,  and  that  Africans  and  Indians  have  deteriorated  from  a 
former  high  condition  of  light  and  knowledge.  There  are  some 
singular  things  connected  with  these  assertions  If  men  have  no 
power  to  reform,  pray  how  can  they  be  censured  for  not  reforming  ? 
Moreover,  with  what  blackness  does  the  assertion  cover  the  doc- 
trine of  Endless  Punishment !  Crush  a  sensient  being  down  to 
endless  agonies,  for  failing  lo  do  what  he  had  **  no  power"*  to  do  ! ! 
The  declaration  that  men  have  no  power  to  reform,  is  absurd  in 
every  point  of  view.  So  far  from  being  supported  by  **/ac/«," 
there  is  not  a  fact  in  existence,  which  does  not  contradict  it.  Ac- 
knowledging that  individuals  and  nations,  undei  adverse  circum- 
stances may  deteriorate,  yet  take  any  or  all  such  individuals  from 
the  influence  of  these  circumstances,  place  them  in  an  intelligent 
and  religious  community — furnish  them  with  competent  teachers 
•--and  not  one  of  them  in  possession  of  a  healthy  mental  organiza- 
tion, but  what  would  rapidly  improve  in  all  branches  of  mental. 
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moral  and  religious  knowledge !  Does  any  man  in  his  senses  doabt 
this  ?    Then  all  men  have  power  to  reform  and  improve  ! 

My  friend  declares  the  reformation  of  the  guilty,  is  not  the  whole' 
object  of  punishment.  I  have  not  pretended  it  is.  There  is  another 
object,  viz  :  its  influence  as  an  example.  These  two  purposes  com- 
pose the  entire  design  of  punishment.  Any  infliction  of  pain 
whieh  aims  not  at  both  of  these  objects,  cannot  claim  to  be  con- 
sidered punishment.  It  is  nothing  less  than  retaliation  and  cruelty. 
And  this  is  precisely  the  character  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Pun- 
ishment. Its  advocates  do  not  pretend  it  is  designed  to  induce 
reformation.  It  inflicts  its  pangs  simply  to  torment  its  wretched 
victims.  As  to  example^  it  can  furnisn nothing  of  this  description. 
It  is  not  inflicted  e.Kcept  in  another  world,  when  the  condition  of 
those  who  witness  it,  according  to  partialism,  is  irrevocably  fixed 
either  for  endless  joy  or  endless  woe  !  !  Example  there,  cannot 
be  of  the  slightest  avail. 

In  support  of  his  position,  that  God*s  punishments  are  without 
remedy — i.  e.  are  endless^  brother  Holmes  quotes  two  passages  from 
Proverbs.  The  first  is  from  Prov.  xxix.  I—"  He  that,  being  often 
reproved,  hardneth  his  neck,  shall  suddenly  be  destroyed,  and  that 
without  remedy."  Can  it  be  believed  by  persons  of  good  sense, 
that  in  writing  this  sentence,  Solomon  designed  to  convey  the  idea, 
that  men  who  do  not  repent  in  this  life,  shall  in  the  next  world,  be 
tormented  forever  !  This  must  have  been  his  meaning,  if  he  usjBd 
the  phrase  *•  without  remedy,"  as  my  opponent  contends  he  did. 
To  destroy,  literally  signifies  to  anniliUate.  The  passage  therefore, 
if  considered  in  a  sense  strictly  literal,  would  prove,  ndt  endless 
misery,  but  the  total  annihilation  of  the  wicked.  As  it  cannot  be 
supposed  the  word  destroy  can  have  this  extreme  sense,  when  used 
by  scripture  writers,  in  refereixe  to  intelligent  and  moral  beings,  it  is 
to  be  understood  as  indicating  severe  punishment  In  construing  this 
passage  my  opponent  assumes  that  the  phrase  •*  without  remedy," 
applies  to  the  nature  and  duration  of  the  punishment.  But  this 
cannot  be  admitted.  1  insist  it  applies  to  the  certainty  and  not  the 
length  of  the  punishment.  As  though  the  wise  man  had  said 
*•  He  that,  being  often  reproved,  hardeneth  his  neck,  shall  sud- 
denly be  punished,  and  that  without  failure  .^*  It  was  his  object  to 
warn  the  sinful,  that  when  they  violate  the  law  of  God — when 
they  give  way  to  wicked  temptations — they  cannot  escape  the  just 
consequences  of  their  demerit.  There  is  no  remedy  they  can  apply 
to  save  from  punishment — no  cunningly  devised  scheme  to  allow 
men  to  riot  in  sin.  and  shift  the  consequences  of  their  guilt  upon 
an  innocent  substitute.  But  on  their  own  heads,  will  come  the 
just  penally  of  God's  violated  law. 

The  other  passage  quoted  by  the  El Jer,  was  Prov.  i.  28 — **  Then 
shall  they  call  upon  me,  but  1  will  not  answer.    They  shall  8«ek 
roe  early,  but   they  shall  not  find  me.'*    He  would  have  the  au- 
dience understand,  that  the  scriptures  describe  this  as  the  lan- 
21 
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gfuage  of  Gol.  I  am  paine.l  to  sa j,  that  a  laro^  proportion  of 
that  class  of  clergymen  who  call  themselves  evangelical,  practice  a 
deception  in  quoting  this  passage  of  scripture  and  its  connection, 
which  is  totally  beneath  the  character  of  a  christian  minister.  The 
verses  immediately  proceeding  that  just  given,  they  usually  qnote 
as  follows : — *'  God  says,  because  I  have  called  and  ye  refused ; 
I  have  stretched  out  ray  hand,  and  no  man  regarded ;  but  ye  have 
set  at  naught  all  my  counsel,  and  would  none  of  my  reproof :  I 
also  will  laugh  at  your  calamity ;  I  will  mock  when  your  fear 
Cometh.  •  •  •  •  Then  shall  they  call  upon  me,  6ut  I  will 
not  answer.  They  shall  seek  me  early,  but  they  shall  not  find 
roe."  If  these  clergymen  do  not  always  say,  in  so  many  words, 
that  God  utters  this  language,  they  quote  it  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
convey  this  idea  to  their  hearers.  How  abhorrent  the  calumny 
they  thus  cast  upon  the  character  of  the  holy  God  of  love,  in  slrir- 
ing  to  have  the  people  believe  that  he  will  laugh  at  the  torments 
of  his  own  children,  when  writhing  in  endless  agony,  and  MOCK 
their  piteous  wailings,  and  cries  of  anguish  ! ! !  I  have  said  they 
did  this  to  deceive  tne  people.  Is  it  not  so }  Can  it  be  possible 
there  is  a  clergyman  in  existence,  so  ignorant  as  not  to  know  that 
Solomon  represents  Wisdom  as  uttering  this  language,  and  not 
God  I  It  cannot  \yith  propriety  be  contende<i  that  Wisdom  and 
God  are  synonomous  in  this  passage.  Wisdom  personified,  may 
be  considered  in  a  figurative  sense,  as  laughing  at  the  calamities  of 
those  who  have  slighted  her  counsels,  and  thereby  fallen  into  sin. 
Wisdom  may  well  declare  that  they  will  call  upon  her,  and  seek 
her  in  vain,  to  find  any  aid  to  save  them  from  the  punishment  due 
their  crimes.  But  to  represent  the  Father  of  Spirits,  as  manifesting 
this  deadness,  this  want  of  all  sympathy  for  his  blinded  ofispriog, 
is  to  violate  every  enlightened  conception  of  his  nature  and  de- 
grade him  beneath  the  most  brutal  of  men  ! 

Mr.  Holmes  attempts  to  do  something  with  my  first  Negalivt 
Argument,  that  Bndless  Punishment  is  not  found  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment. But  he  can  find  little  to  urge  against  it.  He  inquires  how 
the  Old  Testament  could  contradict  that  doctrine,  unless  the  wri- 
ters had  some  idea  of  it?  The  doctrine  might  be  contradicted 
without  having  any  knowledge  of  its  existence,  by  attributing  to 
God  such  qualities  and  characteristics,  as  would  utterly  forbid  it 
But  I  have  no  doubt  the  Jews  in  Old  Testament  times,  had  beaid 
something  of  such  a  sentiment.  It  was  believed  and  proclaimed 
by  the  heathen  nations  all  around  them,  and  they  had  unquestion- 
ably heard  it  advanced  and  defended  b v  their  benighted  neigh- 
bors. This  fact  that  the  heathen  who  had  received  no  revdation 
from  heaven,  believed  in  Endless  Misery,  and  that  the  Jews  who 
/lad  been  expressly  and  directly  taught  by  God,  wholly  rejected  it, 
is  full  of  significence— furnishing  as  it  does,  strong  corroborative 
evidence  of  'its  falsity  I  WhiFe  the  Jews  did  not  believe  in  re- 
wards and  punishments  in  a  future  world,  for  the  deeds  of  thii 
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Hfe,  they  did  beliert  in  a  state  of  immortality  and  endless  happi- 
ness beyond  the  grave.  This  is  the  opinion  of  many  learned  cora- 
Bientators.  It  is  aJeo  evident  from  passajges  in  the  Old  Testament, 
which  allude  in  plain  terms  to  existence  in  another  world ! 

My  friend  endeavors  to  show  that  the  Jews  believed  in  future 
punishment.  It  shonld  be  remembered  that  there  i^  a  vast  distinc- 
tion between /iitortf  and  endless  puniehment.  Many  who  believe 
the  former,  totally  reject  the  latter.  But  there  is  not  the  slightest 
proof  that  the  Jews  had  any  belief  even  in  Allure  punishment, 
down  to  the  close  of  the  canonical  books  of  the  (Hd  Testament. 
That  they  afterwards  fell  into  the  grossest  errors  of  heathenism, 
is  admitted.  The  probability  is,  they  imbibed  the  Pagan  notion  of 
literal  torment  in  another  world,  in  connection  with  other  corrup- 
tions by  which  they  became  contaminated. 

Elder  Holmes  says  he  has  no  confidedce  in  Dr.  P&ley,  as  a  the* 
ologian,  although  he  thinks  he  was  something  of  a  philosopher. 
He  has  no  confidence  in  Dr.  Paley,  I  suppose,  because  he  has 
strong  suspicions  Dr.  Paley  had  no  confidence  in  the  doctrine  of 
endless  punishment.  There  is  the  best  evidence  for  believing  that 
this  great  English  philosopher  and  moralist,  was  a  behever  m  the 
salvation  of  all  men.  The  articles  on  the  Will  of  God,  and  the 
Divine  Benevolence,  in  his  Moral  Philosophy,  are  based  on  the 
fundamental  principles  of  Universalism.  Several  incidents  in  his 
history,*  and  in  his  commendation  of  works  advocating  the  salva- 
tion of  all  men,  strengthen  the  belief  that  he  was  a  Universalist. 

Mr.  Holmes  engaged  in  a  protracted  effort  to  overthrow  my 
second  Negative  Argument  drawn  from  the  dictates  of  Reason. 
This  is  downrignt  desperation.  A  man  who  feels  himself  driven 
to  reason  against  the  exercise  of  Reason — who  is  compelled  in  open 
day,  in  the  presence  of  this  enlightened  audience,  to  cast  dispar- 
agement and  distrust,  upon  the  highest  and  noblest  capacity  infinite 
Wisdom  has  bestowed  upon  human  beinn — who  urges  his  fellow- 
creatures  to  disrobe  themselves  of  the  cniefest  faculty  which  dis- 
tiiigplishes  them  from  the  brute,  and  trample  it  in  the  dust  beneath 
their  feet — must  be  reduced  to  an  extremity  pitiable  to  contemplate  I 
Yet  there  is  a  consistency  in  this  wretched  attempt,  coming  as  it 
does,  from  my  opponent.  Pledged  before  this  congregation  and 
'  the  world,  to  advocate  a  doctrine  which  violates  every  dictate  of 
reason,  heigth  and  depth,  length  and  breadth,  what  can  he  do,  but 
seek  to  overthrow  that  Qod-like  capacity.  It  is  not  a  matter  of 
choice  but  of  necessity  with  my  poor  brother.  He  mtist  get  the  pjWH 
ple  to  distrust  their  reason,  or  an  overwhelming  defeat  awaits  him. 
This  roail  so  low,  so  dreary,  so  unpromising,  is  nevertheless  the 

*  Tk«  bias  of  hit  mind  is  clawrlf  nuuiifastad  in  the  ciremnstABce  xeUted  by 
Bidiop  WftUon,  tbai  whiU  st  CoUic^  Paley  proposed,  sod  was  anxious  to  discnM 
»ad  dafond  Um  propoaitioa,  that  Ktarnal  Pnmshmttnt  tontxadicU  the  Dinne  At- 
tvibotsa. 
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only  one  in  which  he  can  hope  to  be  prospered  in  this  discossiofi. 
And  I  notify  my  friend,  and  the  public,  that  success  can  attend  his 
labors,  only  in  the  same  ratio  that  be  can  induce  those  who  listen 
and  those  who  will  read  our  debate,  to  unhinge  their  reason,  lay 
it  aside,  and  blindly  receive  all  his  doctrines,  his  sophistries,  lus 
assertions,  nnscanned,  unquestioned,  and  undoubted.  He  of  coarse 
would  not  have  men  reason  on  thesubiect  of  Religion !  For  rea- 
son is  fatal  Xo  false  systems.  It  overthrows  every  theory  resting 
on  tradition,  superstition,  or  ignorance.  It  is  exceedingly  trouble- 
some in  detecting  the  artful  movements  of  sophistry,  in  its  covet 
attempts  to  establish  groundless  conclusions,  or  to  reach  sound  de- 
ductions from  false  premises. 

Tbe  Elder  assures  us  that  instead  of  depending  on  reason,  he 
shall  draw  his  authority  from  the  Bible.  That  we  should  draw 
our  authority  from  tbe  Scriptures,  in  regard  to  all  relinous  matters 
is  unquestionably  correct.  But  of  what  avail  that  the  Scriptures 
speak  to  us,  unless  we  e.xercise  our  reason  in  understanding  its 
lang«age  7  The  Methodist  insists  the  Bible  teaches  free  gra  C6 
and  general  redemption.  The  Calvinist  contends  that  it  plainl  y 
i  ncuTcates  the  doctrine  of  election  and  reprobation.  One  class  go 
to  tbe  Bible  to  prove  tbe  endless  continuence  of  sin  and  misery* 
and  another  to  establish  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation.  How 
can  men  distinguish  between  these  conflicting  claims — how  detect 
the  true  from  the  false — how  determine  what  the  Scriptures  do  ac- 
tually teach  on  these  various  topics,  or  on  any  subject— except 
through  an  enlightened  exercise  of  Reason  ?  Reason  is  not  to  be 
placed  above  the  Bible.  But  it  is  to  be  used  to  enable  us  to  ascer- 
tain what  doctrines,  principles,  precepts,  duties,  are  inculcated  in 
the  holy  word  of  God. 

The  gentleman  attempts  to  bring  reason  into  general  disrepute, 
because  it  is  sometimes  used  in  an  erroneous  manner.  He  says 
that  Paine,  and  other  sceptics  and  errorists,  claim  to  draw  their 
theories  directly  from  the  dictates  of  reason.  I  suppose  he  is 
aware  there  is  a  broad  distinction  between  euUghtenea  and  unen^ 
ligfUened  reason.  Because  the  child  errs  in  hi?*  attempts  to  reason, 
are  we  to  infer  there  is  no  dependence  to  be  placed  on  that  no- 
ble capacit3r.  True,  the  sceptic  professes  to  follow  reasoikin  es- 
tablishmg  his  vagaries.  But  when  we  come  to  test  his  notions, 
we  see  this  to  be  a  false  assumption.  Reason  does  not  yield  them 
its  sanction  in  tbe  least.  When  its  true  voice  is  heard,  it  decides 
directly  against  skepticism,  and  every  species  of  error.  Reason  is 
the  friend  of  truth — the  foe  alone  of  falsehood.  When  an  individual 
decries  its  exercise,  as  uncertain  and  unsafe,  it  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence, that  he  is  seeking  to  establish  false  doctrines. 

My  friend  says  the  heathen  have  nothing  to  g^ide  them  but  rea- 
son, yet  they  believe  in  Endless  Punishment.  I  am  aware  that 
sentiment  exists  in  the  midst  of  the  heathen.  But  so  far  from  ob- 
taining it  through  the  exercise  of  reason,  they  have  fallen  into  its 
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Miere  from  a  want  of  reason.  Does  not  the  Elder  know  that  it 
is  one  of  the  cardinal  points  at  which  the  heathen  priest  aims,  (in 
which  he  is  innitated  by  too  many  professedly  christian  priests,) 
to  make  his  dopes  helieve  it  is  dangerons  to  reason  on  the  subject 
of  Religion  I  Does  he  not  know,  moreover,  that  it  is  only  hy  prs- 
▼enting  his  followers  from  exercising  their  reason  on  reli^on,  that 
the  promulgators  of  Paganism  succeed  in  perpetuating  their  foolish 
dogma,  from  age  to  age.  A  few  rays  of  the  pure  light  of  reason 
would  scatter  heathen  errors — their  plurality  of^gods — their  hloody 
sacrifices  to  propitiate  the  faror  of  their  deities — and  their  eternal 
torments — to  the  winds  of  hearen  ! ! 

Elder  Holmes' /ourf  A  argument  in  defence  of  endless  punishment 
is  of  a  singular  compound.  It  is  framed  on  the  Misiion  of  Chriitf 
together  with  sometnine  of  an  antithetical  nature.  He  attempted 
a  little  shrewdness  in  framing  this  argument,  but  unfortunately 
failed  for  want  of  material.  It  is  huilt,  he  pretends,  on  my  argu- 
ment on  the  Mi^'k>n  of  Christ.  But  I  am  convinced  its  real  origin 
is  this — that  having  failed  to  satisfy  himself  in  his  Reply  to  my 
argument  from  the  Mission  of  Christ,  and  from  Antithetical  pas- 
sages of  Scripture,  he  takes  this  method  to  improve  his  answers 
oi^r  the  guise  of  a  new  argument  on  the  affirmative  of  this  ques- 
tion. He  might  as  well  however,  allowed  the  matter  to  rest  as  it 
was.  For  my  lii?*  I  cannot  see  any  force  in  his  present  effort. 
The  daft  of  it  is,  that  if  Christ  had  not  come  to  save  ail  men,  they 
would  h^ve  inevitably  have  heen  lost.  Suppose  I  allow  this,  it 
would  be  very  far  from  proving  the  position  which  my  friend  af- 
irms  in  this  aehate,  viz :  that  some  part  of  mankind  would  suffer 
eadless  misery.  But  I  do  not  allow  it  The  idea  that  there  was 
but  oae  possible  way  for  God  to  save  his  creatures  from  sin  and 
«2eath,  is  preposterous,  as  I  have  repeatedly  shown.  Those  who 
thus  attempt  to  cramp  the  mighty  goings  forth  of  the  Eternal  in  the 
accomplishment  of  his  purposes  towards  man,  to  a  single  path 
— who  insist  that  there  was  but  one  solitary  chance  to  snatch  his 
creatures  from  the  jaws  of  endless  perdition,  and  that  failing,  he 
must  be  forever  robbed  of  his  children,  of  their  obedience,  their 
love,  their  gratitude,  because  Omnipotence  could  do  nothing  more 
for  them— display  a  grasp  of  intellect  and  perception,  of  marvel- 
lous dimensions ! !  If  there  was  but  one  way  to  save  the  world,  it 
would  be  as  good  as  a  million  to  a  pefect  Deity.  In  whatever  way  In- 
finite Wisdom  decides  to  perforin  a  work,  we  may  be  assured  it  is  a 
sure  and  perfect  way,  and  that  it  cannot  fail  of  accomplishment. 
But  there  were  innumerable  ways  in  which  God  could  have 
brought  his  creatures  to  salvation,  had  he  chosen  not  to  adopt  that 
revealed  by  Christ,or  even  had  that  failed  of  execution.  While  there 
is  Goodness  in  the  Divine  Nature — Wisdom  In  the  Councils  of  Hea- 
Yen — Omnipotence  in  the  Arm  of  Jehovah — there  cannot  a  reason- 
able fear  exist  that  he  will  suffer  himself  to  be  defeated  in  his 
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mai  and  wor^y  porpote  to  bring  all  hit  erealores  to  btaitelf  ia 
noliness  and  bliss. 

As  to  the  antitketical  portion  of  this  arj^anaent,  all  I  was  able  to 
understand  of  it  was,  that  what  we  gain  in  Christ,  we  loM  in  Adam 
— by  which  1  suppose  he  would  havens  believe  the  account  stands 
about  bahneed.  Let  us  look  at  this  for  a  moment.  What  do  men 
loose  in  Adam  ?  or  in  their  Adamie  fuUure  ?  for  in  such  senae 
should  we  understand  the  word  *«  Adam,**  as  used  by  the  Apoetle 
in  his  antithetical  declarations.  While  existing  in  their  Adamie 
nature,  men  to  a  greater  or  less  degree,  lose  truth,  purity,  good- 
ness, and  happiness.  Of  this  there  can  be  no  douM.  Hence,  if 
all  the^  lose  in  Adam  is  gained  in  Christ,  then  in  due  season, 
they  will  be  restored  through  the  mediation  of  the  Redeeaier,  to 
the  possession  or  those  qualities  which  they  had  pierioaaiy  lost. 

I  now  pass  to  the  consideration  of  hin  fifth  argument  in  the  Af- 
firmative, drawn  from  Human  Depravity.  He  says  be  does  not 
purpose  to  discuss  the  doctrine  of  totiU  depravity.  Why  not  i  It 
would  be  as  appropriate  as  many  points  he  bias  labored  to  drag 
into  this  debate,  from  my  side  of  the  house.  He  stands  here  as 
the  r4iampton  of  thu  Evangelical  school,  of  every  hue  and  shade. 
Total  depravity  is  a  tenet  which  has  prevailed  for  centuries  in  that 
schooU  and  still  exists  in  its  midst.  My  friend  may  say  he  does 
not  believe  it.  What  then  ?  Did  I  not  declare  my  disbelief  in 
sevenU  points,  which  he  charged  as  prevailing  amooc  Universal* 
ists  ?  Yet  he  has  thrust  them  forward  repeatedly,  and  strove  with 
a  pertinacity  worthy  a  better  cause,  to  hold  me  responsible  for 
them.  Upon  his  own  principle,  I  can  make  him  responsible  for 
total  depravity,  infant  damnation,  election  and  reprobation,  and 
every  abomination  which  has  found  congenial  soil  and  rich  susten- 
ance in  aelf-styled  orthodoxy  for  ages  past. 

Mr.  Holmes  : — I  do  believe  in  total  depravity. 

Mr.  AiTSTiN  : — He  does  believe  in  total  depravity  .'/I  hope  that 
will  be  set  down  and  remembered ! ! !  In  the  name  of  Heaven,  has 
it  come  to  this ! !  Is  it  possible  that  in  this  enli^hlenel  day — in  the 
Nineteenth  Century — a  professed  Christian  minister  can  be  found 
who  will  boldly  and  unhesitatingly  announce  his  belief  in  this  ab- 
horrent sentiment !  I — a  sentiment  which  was  a  disgrace  even  to 
the  dark  and  ignorant  age  which  gave  it  birth ! !  However  disa- 
greeable to  my  opponent,  I  must  again  appeal  to  the  feelings  of 
parents.  I  must  ask  fathers  and  mothers  what  they  think  of  this 
avowal !  What  their  estimation  is,  of  the  creed  that  inculcates, 
and  the  heart  which  utters  such  a  sentiment.  If  the  doctrine  which 
has  just  been  sanctioned  by  Elder  Holmes,  has  one  particle  of  truth 
connected  with  it,  then  mothers  !  the  babe  which  smiles  at  your 
breast— in  whose  sparkling  eyes,  and  dimpled  cheek,  and  expres- 
sive countenance,  you  fain  believed  you  beheld  the  purest  picture 
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of  ionoeence  that  earth  could  afford— is  an  INCARNATE  FIEND ! 
given  up  wholly,  soul,  body,  mind,  heart,  strength,  to  evil  and 
evil  only,  without  possessing  the  slightest  particle  of  goodness,  or 
a  single  quality  that  you  can  love.  Can  you  believe  thi?  ?  l!  you 
can,  you  should  cast  your  infant  from  you,  as  you  would  spurn  the 
loathsome  reptile,  whose  touch  fills  you  with  shuddering  ana  dis- 
gust ! !  ! 

Mr.  Holmes,  then,  according  to  his  own  voluntary  declaration, 
believes  in  total  depravity.  There  are  some  contradictions  involved 
in  this  declaration,  which  I  will  notice  for  a  moment.  In  the  fimt 
place  it  contradicts  his  assertions  heretofore  on  this  subject.  In 
nis  ninth  reply  on  the  second  question,  he  distinctly  repudiates  th^ 
doctrine  of  total  depravity.  Now  he  adopts  it.  He  has  told  U3 
repeatedly,  and  indeed,  made  the  declaration  in  his  last  speech, 
that  men  frequently  grow  worse  and  worse — become  more  and 
more  depraveJ— auJ  will  continue  to  sink  deeper  in  corruption  for- 
ever. Now  I  would  be  pleased  to  inquire,  when  creatures  begin 
existence  TOTALLY  DEPRAVED,  and  continue  to  grow  more 
ani  more  sinful,  what  kind  of  beings  they  will  get  to  be  when 
three  hundred  billions  of  years  have  passed  away  ?  While  my 
friend  is  answering  this  question,  I  would  like  him  to  inform  me 
also,  what  propriety  there  is  in  the  exhortations  be  sometimes 
makes  to  sinners,  to  induce  them  to  repent  and  reform !  Exhort  a 
being  totcilly  depraved — wholly  incapable  of  entertaining  a  good 
thought,  speaking  a  good  word,  or  dom^  a  good  deed — to  become 
obedient  and  righteous ! ! !    Oh,  consistency ! 

The  sum  of  his  argument  on  human  depravity  is,  that  as  men 
are  now  depraved,  and  grow  worse  and  worse  through  this  life, 
the  conclusion  is  established  that  they  will  continue  in  this  down- 
ward career  forever !  This  deduction  is  far  from  being  warranted 
from  the  premises.  While  it  is  true  that  some  men  grow  more  de- 
praved apparantly  through  life,  it  is  equally  true  tnat  in  millions 
of  cases,  tbe  worst  of  men  have  repented  and  reformed  in  this 
world.  The  indisputable  fact  that  the  most  depraved  of  sinners 
are  frequently  brought  to  virtue  and  godliness  here,  affords  as 
strong  ground  for  believing,  ou  the  principles  of  analogy,  that  ail 
bad  men  will  eventually  reform  hereafter,  as  my  friend's  reasoning 
affords  presumption  to  the  contrary.  Yea,  the  presumption  is  much 
stronger  in  favor  of  the  ultimate  repentence  of  the  wicked,  than  of 
their  endless  continuance  in  sin.  However  depraved  men  may  be 
they  must  pass  thiough  the  process  of  death,  ^fone  can  doubt  that 
this  will  proauce  a  marked  change  in  their  condition,  and  in  all  that 
pertains  to  them.  It  removes  them  from  the  associations  and  in- 
fluences in  which  they  were  led  into  sin,  and  kept  there  in  this 
world.  It  cannot  be  disputed  that  this  change  of  circumstances 
must  be  vastly  favorable  to  their  improvement.  How  often  has 
severe  illness  alone,  worked  a  total  renovation  in  the  habits  of 
wicked  men.    It  brought  them  to  themselves— gave  them  an  op- 
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portOBity  to  reflect  maturely  on  the  conrse  they  bad  pursued,  and 
the  wretched  effects  it  had  produced  upon  them — and  finally   re- 
sulted in  their  complete  restoration  to  virtue  and  godliness.     If 
Buch  has  been  the  enect  of  passing  {hrough  sickness,  it  is  a  fair 
principle  to  presume,  and  without  any  violence  to  reason,  analogy, 
or  nature,  that  similar  influences  will  be  wrought  upon  all  who 
pass  through  that  greatest  of  all  changes,  death/    Not  that  any 
physical  necessity  in  death  will  compel  a  change  of  moral  char- 
acter ;  but  in  experiencing  an  event  so  solemn — in  all  the  circum- 
stances which  accompany  it — in  the  new  scenes  and  associations 
into  which  it  will  usher  them — there  is  a  reasonable  certainty 
that  thou|^hts,  reflections,  a  mature  considering  of  the  past,  its  er- 
rors, and  its  sufferings,  will  possess  the  minds  of  the  most  sinful, 
and  induce  a  sincere  and  genuine  repenience.    If  the  existence  on 
which  the  children  of  men  enter  at  death,  is  only  as  favorable  to 
human  improvement  as  the  present  world,  we  may  believe,  that  as 
the  most  guilty  frequently  reform  here,  they  will  reform  hereafter, 
and  eventually  all  will  become  pure  and  good.      And  why  should 
not  the  next  world  be  as  favoraole  to  promote  righteousness  in  the 
sinful,  as  the  present?    I  urge  this  question  on  the  mature  delib- 
eration of  the  hearer.     The  idea,  that  because  a  creature  has  beeD 
so  blinded  to  his  own  ^ooJ,  as  to  fall  into  wickedness  in  this 
world,  therefore  God  will  deprive  him  of  the  privilege  and  the  op- 
portunity to  repent  and  reform  hereafter,  is  so  utterly  in  \iolation 
of  all  enlightened  conceptions  of  Deity,  as  a  wise  and  just  Ruler,  and 
a  judicious  and  affectionate  Father,  that  it  is  not  possible  an  en- 
lightened and  reffecting  mind  can  harbor  it  for  a  moment.     The 
analogy  of  all  God*s  works  teaches,  that  each  department  through 
which  any  creature  passes  in  its  progress,  is  more  and  more  favor- 
able to  a  developement  of  all  its  oetter  powers  and  capacities.     Is 
not  the  youth  in  possession  of  more  advantages  to  improve,  than 
the  infant  ?    Does  not  manhood  present  more  favorable  opportuni- 
ties for  improvement  in  everylning  connected  with  our  welfare, 
than  childhood  ?    Is  not  Experience  continually  accumulating  its 
testimoity,    and    throwing  it  into  the  scales  of    ripening  judg- 
ment,  to  influence  man  from  the  dark   ways  of  sin,  into  the 
bright  and  pleasant  paths  of  uprightness  ?    Now  when  man  enters 
into  a  new,  and  still  higher  state  of  existence  in  another  world,  is 
this  great  and  wise  law  of  increased  advantage  for  reformation 
and  improvement,  to  be  abrogated  forever  ?    Is  he  to  be  taken  from 
its  operation,  and  placed  under  a  new  rule  never  before  heard  of, 
which  will  require,  that  because  the  creature  in  his  darkness  has 
stumbled  into  sin,  he  shall  be  deprived  even  of  the  privilege  of  re- 
formation 1     I  demand  evidence  that  God  will  effect  so  important  a 
change  for  the  worse,  in  the  laws  of  man's  being.     My  opponent 
has  shown  no  proof  of  such  change — he  has  not  attempted  it. 
Until  he  exhibits  some  reasonable  probability  of  so  momenluous 
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ui  alteration  in  God's  dealings,  I  insist  the  balance  of  eridence  is 
infinitely  more  weighty  in  support  of  my  conclusions. 

The  eridence  that  those  who  may  hare  continued  sinful,  and 
•vengrown  worse  during  life,  will,  through  a  combination  of  instru- 
mentalities connected  with  death,  and  flowing  from  other  sources, 
be  brought  to  reflection, 'and  repentance  in  another  stage  of  their 
existence,  is  greatly  strengthened  by  the  representation  which  the 
Scriptures  make  of  the  resurrection  stale.  St.  Paul  instructs  us, 
that  in  the  next  life,  the  children  of  men  shall  be  clothed  with 
bodies  that  shall  be  incorruptible,  glorious,  powerful,  and  spiritual. 
— (1  Cor,  XT.  42-44.)  The  idea  that  beings  clothed  in  such  bodies, 
shall  persevere  in  sin,  and  plunge  deeper  into  corruption  than  even 
in  this  life,  is  in  violation  of  every  dictate  of  reason,  and  strangely 
absurd.  The  description  which  the  Apostle  gives  of  the  bodies 
which  mankind  will  possess  in  the  next  existence,  fully  corrobo- 
rates the  position  I  have  taken,  that  in  each  stage  of  man's  pro- 
gressive bein^,  increased  facilities  are  granted  for  improvement* 
Here  our  bodies  are  composed  of  flesh  and  blood — they  are  filled 
with  animal  propensities,  with  tumultuous  passions,  through  the 
disorderly  operations  of  which  we  are  prompted  to  sin.  But  in  the 
next  stage  ot  our  existence,  we  shall  be  clothed  upon  with  bodies 
pure  and  glorious,  and  more  perfectly  adapted  to  the  high  mental 
and  moral  endowments  which  God  has  implanted  in  the  soul.  Tlie 
pretence,  that  while  man's  progress  hereafter  in  bodily  respects,  shall 
be  upward  toward  perfection,  his  progress  in  morai  qualities,  will 
be  downward,  seeking  infinite  depths  of  polution,  is  another  marked 
violation  of  analogy,  good  sense,  and  the  laws  of  human  exis- 
tence ! ! 

In  taking  his  position  that  men  will  forever  persevere  in  wrong, 
the  Elder  overlooks  God  —his  Holy  Spirit — Christ  and  his  Gos- 

Sd  !  He  forgets  that  they  all  aim  at  the  reformation  of  the  sinful, 
e  does  not  seem  to  understand  that  Christ  established  his  media- 
torial kingdom,  expressly  to  prevent  the  state  of  things  he  insists 
will  take  place  ;  and  that  if  the  Redeemer  is  competent  to  the  task 
he  has  taken  in  hand,  he  will  bring  all  at  last  to  noliness  and  hea- 
ven. He  strangely  loses  sight  of  the  important  fact  that  God*8 
spirit  is  irresistible  in  its  operations—^thiEit  whenever  Jehovah 
thinks  proper  to  exercise  it,  the  hardest  heart  of  man  is  melted 
like  wax  before  its  vivifying  beams.  He  forgets  that  the  Bible 
is  full  of  instances  where  the  most  sinful  have  been  converted,  by 
a  single  word,  as  it  were,  from  the  Almighty,  and  that  in  the  caso 
of  any  sinner,  before  he  would  be  allowed  to  fall  into  irremediable 
ruin,  that  word  would  again  be  spoken,  to  arrest  his  mad  career ! ! 
Let  these,  and  a  thousaind  like  considerations,  have  due  weight, 
and  it  can  but  be  seen,  that  the  argument  my  friend  attempts  to 
build  on  man's  present  depravity,  is  destitute  of  support  from  anal- 
ogy, reason  or  the  Scriptures. 
Sir.  Hohnes  declares  that  the  borthen  rests  on  me  to  prove  that 
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man's  depravity  will  be  destroyed.  I  take  the  liberty  to  inform 
him,  thatm  this,  he  again  attempts  to  chang^e  the  posture  of  the 
parties  in  this  debate,  and  shrink  back  from  the  responsibility  which 
rests  upon  his  own  shoulders.  It  is  not  for  me  to  prove  a  negcUive, 
He  affirms  that  man*s  depravity  will  be  endless.  Let  him  prove  it. 
This  is  his  plain  duty.  The  simple  fact  that  a  man  is  now  sinful, 
is  no  more  evidence  that  he  will  forever  continue  sinful,  than  that 
because  a  man  is  sick  to-day,  it  is  proof  that  be  will  remain  sick 
forever !  I  have  cut  off  all  approacn  to  such  conclusions,  by  one 
important  circumstance,  viz  :  that  the  most  depraved  of  men  do 
often  reform,  even  in  this  world.  This  fact  peremptorily  forbids 
all  assumption,  that  because  men  are  now  depraved,  thev  must  re- 
main so  through  eternity.  And  when  to  this  is  added  aU  the  con- 
siderations offered  from  other  sources,  the  position  stands  in  utter 
nakedness,  without  the  slightest  support ! 

He  insists  that  puni$hment  cannot  destroy  sin,  because  an  effect 
cannot  destroy  its  cause.  I  have  not  contended  that  punishment 
of  itself  destroys  sin.  Punishment  arrests  the  career  of  the  sinner 
'—brings  him  to  his  senses — gives  him  an  opportunity  for  mature 
reflection — and  thus  opens  the  way  through  which  those  higher 
influences  that  emanate  from  Christ|and  his  Gospel,  can  flow  upon 
his  heart,  and  lead  him  to  repentance  and  to  life. 

The  Elder  declares  there  is  no  grace  in  punishment,  because 
there  is  no  erace  in  law.  I  am  astonished  at  the  ignorance  of  the 
fundamental  manciples  of  God's  government,  manifested  in  this 
declaration.  £io  grace  in  law ! !  From  what  did  the  Creator's 
law  emanate  ?  From  an^er,  revenge,  hatred  1  No ;  but  from  his 
goodness,  his  wisilom,  his  holiness !  Law  is  the  very  child  of 
grace !  Its  whole  object  is  to  promote  man's  interest  and  happi- 
ness. It  was  because  Grod  was  full  of  'grace,  of  favor,  of  good- 
ness, of  compassion,  that  he  enacted  his  law,  to  restrain  men  from 
«in,  their  worst  and  only  enemy,  and  bring  them  to  the  practice  of 
righteousness,  in  which  alone  they  can  find  happiness.  The  en- 
tire law  of  God,  in  its  whole  spirit  and  intention  is,  but  an  embody- 
ment  of  his  infinite  grace.  It  follows  that  the  punishments  which 
his  law  inflicts,  are  full  of  grace.  This  is  evident,  not  only  from 
the  considerations  just  named,  but  from  the  fact,  so  frequently 
made  known  in  the  Scriptures,  that  punishment  is  designed  for  the 
«unendment  and  reformation  of  the  RTUilty. 

Before  proceeding  to  my  next  Negative  Argument  I  desire  to 
notice  briefly,  an  assertion  or  two,  made  by  Elder  Holmes  either 
in  his  first  or  second  speech  on  this  question.  He  asks  whether 
a  parent  would  not  separate  a  rebellious  sori  from  the  rest  of  the 
family  ?  I  can  see  no  force  in  this  inquiry,  except  such  as  bears  di- 
•rectly  against  the  sentiment  it  was  designed  to  support.  If  a  pa- 
rent could  not  reform  his  son,  or  keep  him  within  bounds  in  the 
-family,  he  would  undoubtedly  remove  him  to  some  place  more  fa- 
vorable to  his  amendment    put  I  ask  in  ^tum,  would  a,  wisemnd 
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good  parent,  in  removing  him  from  the  family,  place  hie  rebellions 
eon  in  a  condition  where  be  knew  he  would  be  confirmed  in  hts 
rebellion — where  he  could  continue  to  grow  more  and  more  hard- 
ened and  corrupt,  and  where  he  would  have  no  opportunity,  no 
privilege,  to  repent  and  become  obedient  and  virtuous  ?  No  earthly 
parent  would  pursue  a  course  so  blind,  so  heartless,  so  absolutely 
malignant.  Yet  this  is  precisely  the  conduct  which  my  opponent's 
doctrine  daringly  and  impudently  attributes  to  the  Father  of  all 
spirits ! ! 

At  the  commencement  of  his  second  speech,*  Elder  Holmes 
charges  me  with  maintaining  that  man  is  not  a  moral  agent  hereaf- 
ter, and  hence,  he  cannot  be  a  moral  agent  here.  And  when  I 
positively  denied  this  position,  he  bad  the  effrontery  to  insist  my 
denial  was  not  to  be  received,  and  reiterated  the  charge — declaring 
I  had  taken  this  ground  a  score  of  times.  I  hardly  know  what  to 
think  of  such  conduct,  on  the  part  of  my  opponent.  I  can  attribute 
it  to  nothing  but  reckless  desperation.  The  man  really  does  not 
know  what  to  say  to  destroy  the  force  of  my  arguments,  except  to 
deny  point  blank  my  very  words ! !  I^t  me  say  again  in  the  most 
positive  language,  my  position  is,  that  man  is  a  moral  agent  in  this 
life — that  he  will  continue  so  in  the  next  world,  and  forever  !  But 
his  moral  agency  can  never  enable  him  to  frustrate  any  of  the  pur- 
poses or  plans  of  God.  The  Elder  also  asserted  at  the  same  time, 
that  I  maintain  all  men  will  certainly  be  saved  without  regard  to 
condition  or  contingencies.  This  charge  he  has  made  several 
times  heretofore ;  and  now,  in  the  face  o7  the  distinct  denials  with 
which  1  have  repeatedly  met  it,  he  repeats  it  again.  Let  me  have 
patience  with  my  distressed  friend.  I  must  make  much  allow- 
ance for  the  unhappy  predicament  in  which  he  is  placed,  in  de- 
fending a  doctrine  he  knows  the  good  sense  of  the  more  enlight- 
ened Classes,  utterly  repudiates.  I  repeat  again,  I  believe  all  men 
will  be  saved,  not  without  regard  to  conditions,  but  through  a/o/- 
fillment  of  every  condition  the  gospel  has  enjoined.  As  to  contin* 
gencies,  there  are  none — there  can  be  none — in  regard  to  the  ulti- 
mate fulfillment  of  the  purposes  of  an  infinitely  perfect  Deity ! 
Contingencies  are  uncertainties,  and  uncertainties  belong  to  the  pro- 
ceedings of  erring,  finite  beings,  not  to  those  of  an  infinitely  wise 
God! 

In  the  same  speech  Mr.  Holmes  declares  he  has  not  undertaken 
to  prove  that  parents  and  children,  brothers  and  sisters,  will  be 
forever  separated.  This  disclaimer  is  not  a  little  astonishing.  In 
ray  first  speech  on  this  question,  I  asserted  that  the  preachers  of 
the  dogma  of  endless  woe,  were  both  ashamed  and  afraid  to  stand 
up  to  the  defence  of  that  doctrine,  in  its  true  colors.  They  are 
continually  seeking  to  conceal  its  odious  features.  But  the  gauze 
in  which  they  strive  to  enwrap  it,  is  too  transparent  to  effect  their 
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]>arpo8e.  The  declaration  of  my  opponent  is  in  full  corrobora- 
tion of  this  position.  I  cannot  allow  him  thus  to  back  from  the 
odious  sentiment  to  which  he  is  committed.  I  insist  that  he  haa 
undertaken  to  pro^e  that  parents  and  children,  and  the  dearest  rel- 
atives will  be  torn  assunder  forever !  Or  what  is  the  same  thing;. 
Be  is  ardently  laboring  to  prove  a  doctrine  which  unequivocally 
asserts  this  separation.  If  the  £Ider  believes  the  doctrines  he  de- 
fends, he  beheves  parents  and  children  will  thus  be  separated. 
Why  does  he  shrink  from  this  horrible  fact  ?  Why  does  he  not 
frankly  avow  it  in  the  presence  of  this  audience  ?  i  have  no  doubt 
in  his  preaching  before  congregations  where  he  thought  it  might 
be  endured,  he  has  many  times  described  the  separation  of  parents 
and  children,  brothers  and  sisters,  at  his  famous  judgment  day. 
Why  not  give  us  a  specimen  of  his  eloquence  on  that  interesting 
theme  here  ?  He  knows  too  well  where  he  is — he  knows  too  weU 
the  odiousness  of  that  feature  of  his  doctrine,  to  expose  it  in  th« 
presence  of  a  discriminating  and  investigating  audience. 

My  opponent  does  not  relish  my  allusions  to  the  shrieks  and 
howls  of  damned  spirits.  He  insists  my  object  is  to  turn  away 
the  attention  of  the  audience  from  his  arguments.  But  he  entire- 
ly mistakes  my  purpose .  Heaven  knows  I  want  the  people  to  crit- 
icise his  reasoning.  When  so  strange  an  anomaly  is  presented, 
as  a  human  being  attempting  to  adduce  arguments  to  prove  that 
the  God  of  Love  will  allow  his  creation  so  to  terminate,  as  to 
plunge  countless  myriads  of  his  own  oifspriug  into  endless  ago- 
nies, when  he  could  save  them  by  a  single  word,  I  am  anxious 
that  such  arguments  should  be  weighed  in  the  scales  of  common 
sense.  Sure  I  am  the  more  deliberately  they  are  examined,  the 
clearer  will  their  fallacies  appear.  But  while  I  would  not  turn 
the  attention  of  the  audience  from  his  arguments,  I  would  draw 
their  attention  continually  to  the  awful  and  odious  features  of  the 
doctrine  they  are  designed  to  support.  The  Elder  believes — all 
his  brethren  in  the  Evangelical  ranks  believe — there  will  be  wail- 
ing, shrieking,  howling,  in  hell  for  ever — that  the  commingled 
roar,  lamentation,  and  blasphemy,  wrun^  by  infinite  agonies 
from  millions  of  tortured  souls,  will  go  up  irom  the  abyss  of  hellf 
to  form  a  horrid  chorus  to  the  songs  of  saints  and  angels  in  heav- 
en!! Has  he  not  often  sung,  or  heard  sung,  the  well  known 
stanza — "There  will  be  wailing — wailing — wailing — at  the  Jud^ 
ment  bar  1"* 

This  being  the  grand  belief  among  those  who  receive  the  doc« 
trine  of  endless  woe,  what  objection  can  there  be  to  my  holding 

*  "  Horrors  all  heart*  appal, 

They  quake;  they  8UR1EK;  they  CRYj 
Bid  rocks  and  moaatalns  on  them  &U  1 
Bat  rocks  and  mountains  fly  I" 
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up  this  beautiful  feature  to  the  gaze  of  the  world.  I  shall  seek 
to  be  faithful  in  this  respect,  ana  turn  the  attention  of  the  public 
to  the  real  enormities  and  absurdities  of  the  sentiment  which  my 
opponent  is  endeavoring  to  bolster  up  in  this  debate. 

Mr.  Holmes  in  his  third  speech  charges  me  with  quoting  the 
promises  of  the  Old  Testament  to  prove  final  holiness  and  happi- 
ness, and  yet  that  I  contend  the  promises  and  threatenings  of  that 
book  relate  wholly  to  this  world.  This  is  one  of  the  most  ground- 
less and  willful  misrepresentations  that  he  could  possibly  make. 
He,  and  ail  who  have  listened  to  me,  well  know  my  position  on 
this  subject,  was  that  while  the  threatenings  of  the  Oldf  Testament 
are  contined  to  this  life,  by  the  admission  of  the  most  enlightened 
orthodox  commentators,  many  of  the  promises  of  that  book  extend 
to  the  future  world,  and  give  us  an  assurance  of  a  final  state  of 
Universal  holiness  and  happiness.  A  large  class  of  these  prom* 
ises  I  introduced  in  my  tenth  speech.* 

My  third  Negative  Argument  is,  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment  is  purely  of  Heathen  Origin,  That  the  heathen  be- 
lieved this  doctrine,  from  remotest  antiquity,  there  can  be  no 
doubt.  From  whence  did  they  obtain  it  *  From  God  1  There 
is  no  reason  for  such  a  supposition.  The  only  authentic  revela- 
tion from  the  Deity^  in  the  early  ages  of  the  world,  was  made 
through  the  scriptures  of  the  Old  Testament.  We  have  already 
seen  that  he  did  not  reveal  that  sentiment  in  the  Old  Testament. 
This  point  is  acknowledged  by  several  able  orthodox  commenta- 
tors. Did  the  heathen  learn  that  doctrine  from  the  Jews  ?  This 
could  not  be.  The  Jews  knew  nothing  of  it.  Their  law-givers, 
their  prophets,  made  no  allusion  to  a  sentiment  of  that  nature. 
Their  teachings  never  proclaimed  itj  but  inculcated  the  opposite 
theory,  that  there  was  to  be  a  "  time  of  the  restitution  of  all 
things!^'  Where,  then,  did  the  heathen  obtain  this  doctiinel 
They  INVENTED  it!  VVe  learn  this  fact  from  their  own  con- 
fession. Cicero,  one  of  the  most  learned  and  eloquent  of  the  hea- 
then orators,  in  his  sixth  oration,  says  :  ^*It  was  on  this  account, 
that  the  ancients  INVENTED  their  infernal  punishments  of  the 
dead,  to  keep  the  wicked  in  some  awe  in  this  life,  who,  without 
them,  woula  have  no  dread  of  death  itself .'' 

Folybius  an  ancient  Greek  historian,  tells  us  plainly,  that  *'  since 
the  multitude  is  ever  fickle  and  capricious,  full  of  lawless  passions 
and  irrational  and  violent  resentments,  there  is  no  way  left  to  keep 
them  in  order,  but  by  the  terrors  of  future  punishment^  and  all  the 
pompous  circumstances  that  attend  such  kind  of  FICTION.  On 
which  account,  the  ancients  acted  in  my  opinion,  with  great  judg- 
ment and  penetration,  when  they  contrived  to  bring  in  those  no- 
tions of  the  gods  and  a  future  state,  into  the  popular  belief."  Stra- 
bo,  another  Greek  writer,  speaks  to  the  same  purpose.    **  It  is  im- 

*S«e  pp.  327—330^  331. 
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possible,**  he  says,  **  to  gorem  women,  and  the  gross  body  of  the 
people,  and  to  Keep  them  pious,  holy,  and  Tirtuous,  by  the  pre- 
cepts of  Philosophy.  This  can  only  be  done  by  the  fear  of  the 
gods,  which  is  raised  and  supported  by  ancient yfcfion^  and  modern 
prodigies."  He  telis  us  further  that  **  the  apparatus  of  the  ancient 
mythologies  was  an  engine  which  the  legislators  employed  as  bus* 
bears,  to  strike  a  terror  into  the  childish  imagination  of  the  multi- 
tude.*' One  cannot  but  be  struck  with  the  similarity  between  the 
ancient  system  of  Moral  Philosophy,  and  that  entertained  by  cer- 
tain modern  religionists,  in  regard  to  the  best  method  to  hold  wo* 
men,  and  the  gross  body  of  the  people,  in  restraint !  Thus  we 
prove  conclusively,  that  endless  punishment  was  an  •*  invention,'* 
a  "  contrivance,"  a  **  fiction,"  a  "  bug-bear,"  invented  by  heathen 
philosophers  and  law-makers,  to  frighten  their  ioomen  and  gross 
people,  into  restraint ! 

We  can  trace  this  heathen  doctrine  back  to  the  very  first  sugges- 
tion of  the  idea.  It  was  the  custom  in  early  ages,  to  bnry^ek 
dead  in  deep  caverns  or  sepulchres,  dug  in  the  sides  of  mountains, 
or  in  the  bowels  of  the  earth.  The  dark  catacombs  of  Egypt,  found 
to  this  day,  filled  with  multitudes  of  embalmed  bodies  of  the  dead, 
show  how  universal  the  custom  of  burying  in  such  caverns  was, 
in  ancient  times.  In  relation  to  this  burial  custom.  Bishop  Lowth, 
in  his  Lectures  on  Hebrew  Poetry,  makes  the  following  observa- 
tion. ••  Thus,  observing  that  after  death  the  body  returned  to  the 
earth,  and  that  it  was  deposited  in  a  sepulchre,  after  the  manner 
just  described,  a  sort  of  popular  notion  prevailed,  *  among  ancient 
nations,'  that  the  life  which  succeeded  the  present,  was  to  be  passed 
beneath  the  earth** 

Here  we  find  the  very  germ  of  the  idea,  that  the  souls  of  the  dead 
descended  to  a  dark  place,  when  they  separated  from  the  body. 
But  we  trace  this  singular  history  still  farther.  These  gloomy  cav- 
erns and  dark  sepulchres  were,  m  some  places,  in  the  remote  ages 
of  antiquity,  inhabited  by  a  mysterious,  savage,  under-ground  race 
of  people,  sometimes  called  Cimmerians.  They  were  blood-thirsty 
in  their  disposition,  and  much  feared  by  dwellers  above  ground. 
Bishop  Lowth  in  reference  to  this  subject  sajrs :  •*  It  is  evident  that 
Homer  first,  and  Virgil  after  him,  derived  their  notions  of  the  iVi/er- 
nal  regions,  from  these  Cimmerian  caves  of  Campania.'* 

The  notion  of  an  infernal  region,  having  once  been  started  in 
this  manner,  it  did  not  require  a  great  lenglh  of  time,  to  have  the 
suggestion  seized  by  heathen  priests  and  legislators,  as  an  instru- 
ment of  terror,  to  an  ignorant  people,  in  a  benighted  age.  The 
idea,  so  simple  at  first,  was  in  due  time  magnified  to  a  vast  Hcli*  ! 
peopled  with  every  kind  of  infernal  spirit.  In  explanation  of  this 
matter.  Bishop  Lowth  remarks— ** The  prompt  and  fertile  genius 
of  the  Greeks,  naturally  adapted  to  the  fabulous,  has  eagerly  em- 
braced the  opportunity  to  indulge  in  the  wantonness  o!  fiction,  and 
has  peopled  the  infernal  regions  with  saeh  s  profoAlonof  monttfrs 


y  Google 


ON  BNDLBM  PDNISHMBlfT.  4$5 

as  could  not  fail  to  promote  the  ridiwU  eren  of  the  ignorant  and 
the  vulgar/' 

We  have  thus  learned  not  only  thai  Endless  Torments  origina- 
ted among  the  heathen,  hut  have  seen  what  first  suggested  the  idea 
to  them,  and  how  it  grew  up  in  their  midst.  Now  allow  me  to  ask, 
18  such  a  doctrine,  the  invention  of  artful  heathen,  in  the  most  ij^- 
norant  age  of  the  world,  worthv  of  beingj  received  and  adopted  m 
this  enlightened  day,  as  a  Christian  sentiment  ?  By  what  mystic 
t)ower,  by  what  strange  alchymy,  can  a  doctrine  strictly  and  purely 
necUhen  in  its  origin,  become  transformed  into  a  Christian  article  of 
faith  ?  Which  are  we  to  suppose  possessed  the  truth  on  the  sub- 
ject, Moses  and  the  Prophets,  who  not  only  positively  contradic- 
ted endless  punishment,  but  proclaimed  the  *'  times  of  the  restitu- 
tion of  all  tbings,'*  or  Homer,  Confucius,  and  heathen  priests  who 
taught  the  doctrine  of  future  and  endless  punishment  ?  The  Chris- 
tian advocates  of  that  sentiment  maintain  that  Christ  taught  it,  and 
incorporated  it  into  his  gospel !  I  deny  this.  I  insist  that  by  no 
fair,  consistent,  enlightened,  construction  of  the  language  of  our 
Savior,  can  it  be  shown  he  ever  taught  or  countenanced  such  a 
doctrine.  We  have  seen  that  it  was  not  proclaimed  by  Moses  or 
the  Prophets.  They  taught  a  very  different  sentiment.  But  it  was 
taught  by  heathen  priests.  Allow  me  to  inquire  which  would  Jesus 
be  more  likely  to  proclaim  and  incorporate  into  his  gospel,  doc* 
trines  taught  by  heathen  priests,  or  those  revealed  through  the  an- 
cient servants  of  the  Most  High  ? 

How  came  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  to  be  transmitted 
from  heathenism  into  the  Christian  church  t  This  is  very  easily 
explained.  It  is  well  known  to  all  who  are  conversant  with  Ec- 
clesiastical History,  that  after  the  conversion  of  Constantine  the 
Great  to  Christianity,  in  the  Fourth  century,  the  Christian  religion 
became  greatly  corrupted  in  all  its  fundamental  doctrines.  Im- 
mense multitudes  of  beathen  entered  the  church  of  Christ,  with 
little  or  no  change  in  their  pagan  notions  of  religion.  The  dark 
ages  began  to  spread  their  gloomy  pall  over  the  civilized  world. 
The  simplicity  of  the  gospel  was  lost  sight  of — its  most  grand  and 
glorious  doctnnes  were  obscured  by  pagan  superstitions,  and  finally 
rejected  entirely,  to  give  place  to  the  wild  vagaries  of  heathen 
Priests  and  Poets. 

Mosheim  describes  the  ignorance  that  prevailed  during  this  era, 
in  the  following  language — **  Nothing  can  equal  the  ignorance  and 
darkness  that  reigned  in  this  century.  The  most  accurate  and  im- 
partial account  of  which  will  appear  incredible  to  those  who  ar0 
unacquainted  with  the  productions  of  this  barbarous  period."  Dr. 
Enfield,  in  his  History  of  Philo8ophv>  in  allusion  to  the  corruptions 
which  flowed  in  upon  Christianity  from  heathenism,  during- these 
dark  periods,  says — <*  In  order  to  account  still  further  for  some  of 
the  more  striking  features  of  the  Eclectic  sect,  it  is  necessary  par- 
tkolarly  to  remcmc  the  arts  which  the  leaders  of  this  sect  employed 
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to  obstruct  the  progress  of  the  Christian  religion.  By  combining 
into  oiie  $ysteni,  all  the  important  tenets,  both  theological  and  phii- 
osophical,  which  were  at  that  time,  receired  either  in  the  Pagan  or 
Christian  schools,  they  hoped  to  confirm  the  heathen  in  their  at* 
tachments  to  their  old  superstitions,  and  reconcile  the  Christians  to 
Paoanism  !  Not  a  few  among  the  professors  of  Christianity,  suf- 
fered themselves  to  be  so  fat  deluded  by  the  pretensions  of  this 
sect,  as  to  imagine  that  a  coalition  might,  with  great  advantage  be 
formed  between  its  system  and  Christianity.  But  the  consequence 
was  that  Pagan  ideas  and  opinions^  were  oy  degrees  MIXED  with 
the  pure  and  simple  doctrine  of  the  gospel.  The  fanatical  philos- 
ophy of  Ammonius  corrupted  the  pure  religion  of  Christ ;  and  his 
Church  became  a  Held  of  contention,  and  a  nursery  of  error  !  The 
Fathers  of  the  Christian  church  soon  DEPARTfiD  from  the  simplicity 
of  the  Apostolic  age, and  corrupted  the  purity  of  the  Christian  faith  !* 
It  was  in  these  dark  ages,  and  amiastthe^  heathen  corruptions, 
that  Endless  Punishment,  with  its  kindred  sentiments  of  the  Trin- 
ity, Vicarious  Atonement,  Total  Depravity,  etc.,  after  having  been 
brought  in  from  Paganism,  and  propagated  for  a  length  of  time,  at 
last  became  fully  incorporated  into  the  doctrines  oi  the  Christian 
church  and  declared  to  be  genuine  orthodoxy.  In  the  midst  of  this 
larkness,  ignorance,  and  corruption,  this  prevalence  of  heathen 
logmas,  and  superstitions,  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation,  af- 
;er  having  been  unquestioned  as  a  Christian  sentiment,  for  hund- 
reds of  years,  and  advocated  by  many  of  the  ablest  and  most  emi- 
nent theologians  and  scholars  that  had  arisen  in  the  church,  since 
the  days  of  the  Apostles,  was  finally  condemned  by  the  Fifth  Gene- 
ral Council,  in  A.  D.  553.  It  was  a  fit  work  for  a  dark  and  ignorant 
age,  and  for  a  body  of  Ecclesiastics,  ignorant,  debased  and  corrupt ! 
It  IS  a  remarkable  fact,  susceptible  of  the  plainest  proof,  that 
every  point  of  doctrine  now  considered  as  essential  to  **  orthodoxy" 
—every  article  of  belief  which  distinguishes  self-styled  Evangelism 
from  the  more  liberal  sects,  who,  throwing  creeds  aside  draw  their 
tenets  directly  from  the  scriptures — are  corruptions  borrowed  from 
heathenism.  My  friend  will  pardon  me  for  saying,  I  cannot  but 
view  them  as  the  cast-olf  slough  of  Pagan  philosophy  and  priest- 
craft. What  are  the  points  of  belief  that  distinguish  partialist  sects 
from  others,  and  which  form  the  distinguishing  features  of  modem 

orthodoxy  ?    A  belief  in  God  ? — in  Christ-? — m  the  scriptures  ? 

in  rewards  and  punishments ?-^in  repentance? — in  the  resurrec- 
tion?— ^in  immortality?  No!  no!!  no!!!  None  of  these,  for 
these  are  incorporated  in  the  doctrines  of  Universalists,  Unitarians, 
etc.  The  orthodoxy  of  the  limitarian  denominations,  consists  in 
their  belief  in  the  Irinity— ^Vicarious  Atonement — Total  or  Moral 
Depravity — ^the  personality  of  the  Devil — and  Endless  Punishment. 
Yet  every  one  of  these  dogmas  can  be  traced  directly  back  to  hea- 
thenism, as  their  original  and  legitimate  fountain  bead. — [runs 
expired. 
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[MR.  HOLMES*  rOVRTH  SPEECH.] 

My  opponent  attempts  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  meeting  my 
argument  from  human  depravity,  by  raising  a  dust  in  respect  tp 
toted  depravity  :  thus  changing  the  issue,  by  connecting  my  deduc^ 
tion  with  premises  not  nam^  by  me,  nor  assumed  as  the  founda- 
tion of  my  argument.  I  have  not  introduced  the  subject  of  total 
depravity  into  this  discussion,  because  I  do  not  wish  to  clog> 
embarrass,  or  confuse  it  with  matter  which  has  no  direct  relevan- 
cy, and  can  only  be  properly  and  adequately  discussed  as  a  dis- 
tinct proposition.  To  such  discussion  I  shall  have  no  objection 
at  a  proper  time  and  place,  but  for  the  present,  I  hope  the  gentle- 
man will  be  contented  to  keep  to  the  subject  in  dispute — *^  Is 
there  sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  any  part  of  toe  human 
family  will  be  endlessly  miserable  in  the  future  state  ?*'  In  what 
Mr.  Austin  has  already  said  aeainst  total  depravity,  he  has,  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  present  debate,  contended  with  a  man  of 
straw,  and  consumed  time  which  might  have  been  devoted  to  a 
better  purpose.  I  will  only  say  furtner  on  this  point,  that  it  is 
very  clear  the  gentleman  does  not  understand  the  doctrine  about 
which  he  says  so  many  bitter  things.  He  evidently  misappre- 
hends the  whole  subject,  and  consequently,  to  minds  well  instruct 
ted  in  Christian  theology,  his  remarks  must  appear  so  very  lingu- 
lar, as  to  be  only  worthy  of  ridicule.  For  my  own  part,  though 
not  required  to  do  so  by  any  obligations  assumed  by  me,  yet  so 
confident  am  I  of  the  soundness  and  defensible  character  of  the 
doctrine  for  which  my  friend  affects  so  much  contempt,  I  will 
explain  it  as  I  understand  it,  without  the  least  hesitation.  What, 
then,  do  I  mean  by  total  depravity  I  Answer.  I  mean,  that  in 
consequence  of  defection  from  original  righteousness  though  vol- 
untary sin  and  transgression,  man  is  deprived  of  God^s  moral  im- 
age, ^*  created  in  righteousness  and  true  holiness" — and  depraved 
in  his  affections,  so  as  to  be  of  his  oum  nature  inclined  to  evil  and 
that  continually.  Apart  from  the  benefits  of  atonement  through 
Christ,  he  possesses  no  moral  goodness,  and  no  moral  power 
which  he  can,  (of  himself,)  bring  into  exercise,  by  which  to  ac- 
quire moral  goodness.  But  as  Christ  has  died  for  all  men,  and  is 
«'  the  true  light  that  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the 
world,'*  and  hence  all  men  are  more  or  less  made  partakers  of  the 
gracious  fruits  of  his  redemption,  by  which  they  are  brought  into 
a  state  of  initial  salvation,  and  have  the  promise  of  Jituu  endless 
salvation,  on  condition  of  improving  what  they  have  received — it 
follows,  that  just  so  far  as  men  are  morally  and  spiritually  bene- 
fited by  Christ,  through  the  light  and  gracious  aids  of  his  Spirit, 
and  the  teachings  of  his  word,  they  are  elevated  above  their  natu- 
ral state  of  total  deprivation  and  <lepravityy  and  advanced  into  the 
gracious  state ;  that  is,  so  far  as  they  are  nouf  saved  by  Christ, 
tney  are  not  now  totally  depraved.    You  will  recollect,  however. 
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that  the  argument  with  which  I  closed  my  last  speech,  was  based 
on  the  general  fact  of  human  depravity,  and  not  on  total  deprav- 
it3r,  in  tne  technical  sense  or  use  of  tnat  term.  I  placed  it  upon 
this  ground,  because  I  supposed  Mr.  Austin  would  not  attempt  to 
dispute  the  fact  of  human  depravity. 

Mr.  Austin  has  maintained,  as  you  doubtless  remember,  that 
sinful  and  depraved  men  can,  and  will,  at  some  stage  in  their 
downward  career,  recover  themselves  by  the  mere  force  and  en- 
ergy of  a  recuperative  moral  element  in  the  human  constitution, 
which  will  rise  up,  rebel  against,  and  roll  back  the  tide  of  mor^ 
al  corruption,  and  restore  tnem  to  moral  health  and  soundness. 

I  have  so  pressed  him  with  difficulties,  in  the  way  of  this  the- 
ory, that  to  avoid  them,  he  now  changes  his  ground,  by  bringing 
the  influence  of  Christ  and  his  gospel  to  the  aid  of  this  recupera- 
tive energy.  I  am  glad  the  gentleman  has  given  this  proof  that 
he  feels  the  force  of  my  reply  to  his  strange  and  groundless  as- 
.sumption,  in  respect  to  the  inherent  and  independent  capabilities 
of  the  moral  nature  of  man.  But  I  wish  you  to  observe  particu- 
larly, that  in  bringing  Christ  and  his  gospel  to  aid  his  sd/'restof' 
tig  theory,  he  gives  up  the  very  point  for  which  he  contended  in 
his  former  speech  with  so  much  confidence.  If  there  is  in  hu- 
man nature  a  recuperative  energy,  which  can  and  tpill  react 
upon  and  destroy  its  corrupt  and  downward  tendencies,  there  is 
no  need  of  a  Savior,  no  occasion  for  the  restoring  influence  of  his 
gospel,  and  it  is  neither  wicked  nor  unsafe,  to  reject  the  one  or 
despise  the  other.  What  does  a  man  want  of  a  physician,  who 
has  the  medicine  which  is  to  cure  him,  already  in  his  constitution  ? 
What  does  he  want  of  a  Savior  who  can  save  himself  ?  But  on 
the  contrary,  if  the  Savior  and  his  gospel  are  supposed  necessary, 
in  any  sense,  to  the  final  salvation  of  men,  then  the  notion  of  an 
inherent  element  of  our  constitution,  which  is  of  itself  a  sufficient 
pledge  and  security  that  all  men  will  be  saved,  is  certainly  no  bet- 
ter than  refined  nonsense. 

Nor  does  it  help  the  case,  to  associate  punishment  with  this 
fantastic  idea  of  inherent  self -recuperation.  We  have  before  us 
the  history  of  the  worid,  but  it  furnishes  no  examples  of  refor- 
mation by  the  moral  effect  of  mere  punishment.  Thourands  have 
grown  worse,  the  more  they  were  punished,  and  have  died  with- 
out exhibiting  the  least  disposition  to  reform.  And  the  reforma- 
tion of  those  who  have  been  restored,  is  not  at  all  traceable  to 
punishment,  as  the  primary  and  efficient  cause.  Punishment  is 
the  effect  of  sin  :  and  to  suppose  punishment  can  of  itself  destroy 
sin,  is  to  commit  the  inexcusable  blunder  of  supposing  that  pain 
c  m  cure  the  disease  which  occasions  it,  or  that  an  enect  can  re- 
act upon  its  cause,  and  annihilate  it.  You  will  please  remember, 
we  are  speaking  of  moral  reformation,  not  of  intellectual  or  edu- 
'  refinement.  Mere  mental  culture  may  be,  and  often  is 
'thout  improving  the  heart.    We  find  many  examples 
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of  this,  in  every  nation  and  every  age.  fiut  such  improTement 
constitutes  no  part  of  moral  reformation.  It  is,  after  all,  but  a 
state  of  refined  barbarism.  The  reformation  of  the  heart  and  life 
80  essential  to  human  happiness,  and  final  salvation,  can  onjy  be 
achieved  by  the  gracious  appliances  of  God^s  system  of  restoring 
mercy. 

Mr.  Austin  again  repeats  the  allegation  referred  to  so  often  al- 
ready— that  I  am  here  to  prove  that  parents  and  children  will  be 
separated  on  the  day  of  final  decisions.  It  is  very  probable  there 
will  be  separations  of  this  kind.  They  take  place  in  this  world, 
by  the  operation  of  moral  causes,  and  as  like  causes  produce  like 
effects,  unless  counteracted  by  direct  and  syperior  agency,  it  is 
fair  and  logical  to  conclude  that  the  wicked  and  abandoned  will 
be  separated  from  the  good,  as  one  of  the  natural  results  of  their 
sinful  course. 

But  I  am  not  here  to  assume  a  determination  of  what  will  be 
the  future  condition  of  any  one  of  my  auditors.  This  question 
must  be  determined  by  yourselves — ^by  the  principles  you  adopt,  and 
the  moral  practice  yot^potsue.  We  are  now  in  a  state  of  death, 
and  must  remain  so,  unless  we  make  use  of  the  means  of  salva- 
tion which  (xod  has  provided.  I  stand  here  to  assert  the  princi- 
ples of  God's  law  and  government,  and  vindicate  the  Law-giver 
and  Governor  from  the  charge  of  injustice,  so  wickedly  and  wan- 
tonly brought  a^inst  him  by  Universalism. 

Mr.  Austin  stigmatizes  my  views  of  future  punishment  as  heath- 
enism. But  let  me  ask  the  gentleman,  is  a  doctrine  untrue,  because 
believed  by  heathen  '^  Is  he  ignorant  of  the  fact,  that  most  of 
the  fundamental  and  acknowledged  principles  of  God's  moral 
government  have  been  preserved  amongst  all  nations,  and  are 
seen,  thoueh  it  may  be  but  dimly,  even  where  the  light  of  written 
revelation  has  not  extended  1  There  never  was  a  nation  which 
did  not  embrace  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend,  nor  a  time  when 
they  had  so  corrupted  it,  as  to  hide  all  its  original  features. 
Whence  did  they  derive  it,  but  from  the  original  oral  revelations 
made  by  divine  agency  to  the  ancient  patriarchs,  and  preserved 
to  the  present  day,  by  means  of  tradition,  with  a  greater  or  less 
degree  of  clearness  ? 

But  if  we  allow  the  full  force  of  Mr.  Austin's  objection  to  the 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  arising  from  the  fact  that  it  is 
recognized  by  heathen,  while  it  does  not  disprove  the  doctrine  it- 
self, it  contradicts  and  overturns  his  argument  against  the  same 
doctrine,  drawn  from  human  reason,  inasmuch  as  the  heathen, 
more  than  any  other  portions  of  the  human  family,  have  been  left 
dependent  on  the  deductions  of  thuman  reason.  According  to  the 
gentleman's  logic,  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  wrong — 
1 .  Because  it  is  contrary  to  reason.  2.  Because  reason  has  taught 
the  heathen  world  to  believe  it  true.    Here  is  a  fresh  specimen 
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of  the  harmony  and  consistency  of  Univeraalist  arguments !  !    I 
shall  have  more  to  say  on  the  subject  of  heathenism  hereafter. 

I  will  now  resume  my  affirmative  proofs,  presenting  as  my 
next,  an  argument  based  on 

THE  NATURE  OF  THE  DIVINE  LAW. 

The  law  of  God  is  like  himself,  perfect,  unchangeable,  and 
eternal.  It  is  a  transcript  of  the  divine  mind.  In  the  language 
of  Paul,  it  is  "  holy,  just,  and  good."  The  law  of  God  is  holy 
and  perfect,  because  it  is  the  embodiment  of  his  moral  perfection, 
holiness,  wisdom,  and  goodness,  adapted  to  guide  the  destinies, 
and  promote  the  happiness  of  his  intelligent  creatures.  It  is  the 
outward  and  tangible  expression  of  his  own  perfect  mind  and  will, 
as  relates  to  his  created  dependencies.  It  is  alike  the  rule  of  life 
to  angels  and  men,  and  to  every  part  of  his  vast  dominions. 

What  the  moral  law  of  Grod  is  now,  it  always  has  been,  and 
always  will  be.  It  is  as  changeless  as  the  character  of  God,  and 
as  enduring  as  his  throne  and  government.  Hence,  what  it  claims 
now,  it  will  always  claim.  There  can  be  no  abatement  of  its 
claims  upon  the  subjects  of  God's  moral  government.  What  the 
moral  subject  is  bound  to  render  at  one  period,  he  is  bound  to  ren- 
dec  during  every  period  of  his  entire  existence.  Any  other  suppo- 
sition would  be  a  reflection  upon  the  government  of  God.  Should 
the  law  of  God  require  of  us  less  nereafter,  as  moral  subjects, 
than  it  does  now,  the  inference  would  be  irresistible,  either  that 
it  requires  too  much  now,  and  is  therefore  unjust  to  man,  or  it 
will  require  too  little  then,  and  hence  be  unjust  towards  QoA.  In 
either  case,  there  would-be  manifest  imperfection  in  the  divine 
government.  But  as  this  thought  cannot  be  for  a  moment  indul- 
ged, hence  it  follows  that  what  the  law  demands  now^  it  will  a/- 
ways  demand.  If  we  are  now  under  obligation  to  love  God  widt 
all  the  heart,  "that  obligation  will  rest  upon  us  while  our  relation 
to  the  divine  government  continues — that  is,  forever. 

In  a  law  revealed  for  the  government  of  moral  beings,  there 
are  necessarily  embraced  three  particulars — the  rule  of  action— > 
the  reward  of  obedien^exrand  the  penalttj  of  transgression.  The 
reward  and  the  peni^k^  are  the  sanctions  by  which  the  law 
is  enforced,  and  without  which  it  would  be  a  dead  letter.  And 
the  sanctions  are  as  eternal  as  the  law.  Indeed,  they  constitute 
a  part  of  the  law,  and  exist  in  eternal  union  with  it.  The  law 
can  no  more  exist  w^ithout  its  penalty,  than  the  penalty  can  exist 
without  the  law.  The  penalty  is,  therefore,  as  perfect,  change- 
less, and  righteous,  as  the  law  itself.  It  is,  therefore,  as  right 
and  just  that  the  penalty  should  be  inflicted  upon  the  transgres- 
sor, as  that  the  law  itself  should  require  obedience,  and  reward 
fidelity.  Hence,  whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  penalty,  it  is  as 
eternal  and  unalterable  as  the  law  itself.  There  can  be  no  such 
thing  as  law  without  penalty,  and  there  can  be  no  repeal  of  pen- 
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•Ity  withcmt  a  repeal  of  the  law ;  and  as  God's  moral  law  is  neyer 
repealed,  hence  its  penalty  Ynust  be  eternal. 

Moreover,  law  knows  nothing  of  mercy.  It  makes  no  provi- 
sion for  the  relief  of  those  who  incur  its  penalty.  Its  language 
is,  "  cursed  is  every  one  who  continueth  not  in  all  things  written 
in  the  law  to  do  them."  The  law  itself  affords  no  relief,  or  grace, 
or  power  of  redemption  to  those  who  sustain  the  character  of 
transgressors.  Its  demands  are  stern  and  unyielding  as  the  prin- 
ciples of  eternal  justice.  If,  therefore,  those  who  incur  the  dis- 
pleasure of  the  law,  and  become  obnoxious  to  its  penalty,  are 
ever  relieved  from  their  unhappy  condition,  it  will  not  be  by  the 
repeal  of  the  law,  nor  by  the  repeal  of  the  penalty,  nor  by  the  re- 
storing influence  of  the  law  itself ;  for  all  that  the  law  does,  or 
can  do,  in  itself  considered,  the  conditioi^  of  the  sinner  is  hopeless. 

And  this  is  true,  let  the  penalty  be  what»it  may.  Penalty  is  a 
disability  of  some  kind,  and  be  it  what  it  may,  it  is  inflicted  by 
the  sanction  of  law,  and  as  it  is  inseparable  from  the  law,  and 
constitutes  a  part  of  law,  it  must  be  as  eternal  as  the  law,  and  as 
the  law  is  chaneeless  and  eternal,  so  also  must  be  the  penalty. 
From  this  conclusion,  there  is  absolutely  no  escape.  Thus  far, 
our  arffument  has  proceeded  without  regard  to  the  particular  na- 
ture of  the  penalty.  Whatever  its  nature  is,  the  conclusion  is 
irresistible,  that  its  duration  is  eternal. 

But  we  have  a  strong  and  really  unanswerable  confirmation  of 
this  conclusion,  in  the  nature  of  the  penalty,  as  revealed  in  the  Bi- 
ble. This  penalty  is  death.  ^'In  the  day  thou  eatest  thereof, 
tbou  ^alt  surely  die."  The  "  soul  that  sinneth,  it  shall  die." 
The  *'  wages  of  sin  is  death."  The  death  here  threatened  must 
be  physical  or  moral  death,  or  both  :  but  whether  it  be  the  one 
or  the  other,  or  both  together,  matters  not,  so  far  as  relates  to  the 
strength  of  this  argument.  In  any  case,  the  penalty  is  death. 
We  will  say,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  the  penalty  here  threat- 
ened is  moral  death  alone,  and  what  is  the  conclusion  ?  Why,  as 
there  is  no  moral  life  in  moral  death — ;as  there  is  no  power  in 
moral  death  to  create  or  produce  moral  life,  hence  those  who  ex- 
perience this  penalty,  are  morally  dead,  and  as  death  in  its  own 
nature  is  eternal,  they  being  left  to  the  force  and  operation  of  the 
death  penalty,  are  forever  cut  ofi'from  the  enjoyment  of  spiritual 
life. 

If  Mr.  Austin  can  prove  that  death  is  not  in  its  ottm  nature  eter- 
nal — that  there  is  moral  life  in  moral  death,  or  power  in  moral 
death  to  produce  life — then  he  may  evade  the  force  of  this  argu- 
ment ;  otnerwise,  he  must  admit  that  the  penalty  of  the  law  is 
eternal  death. 

Recollect  this  moral  death  is  the  condition  of  every  man  who 
does  not  now  enjoy,  in  himself,  the  benefits  of  redemption  through 
Christ.  This  is  the  position :  We  are  mow  in  a  state  of  death. 
We  need  not  attempt  to  prove  that  men  will  die  ;  they  are  dead^ 
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and  if  they  are  not  bronglit  out  of  that  state,  it  mtist  he  perpetval 
and  eternal.  The  soul  of  the  sinner  is,  by  virtue  of  the  force  of 
moral  death  itself,  lost  to  all  moral  life  and  power  to  acquire  moral 
life,  only  hy  the  redeeming  influence  and  power  which  accompa- 
nies God's  moral  administration,  founded  on  the  redemption  of 
Christ,  and  employed  to  effect  the  salvation  of  those  who  believe 
in  him. 

I  now  proceed  with  my  next  argument  in  proof  of  the  endless 
duration  of  the  penalty  of  the  divine  law,  founded  on  the 

NATURE  AND  DESIGN  OF  THE  ATONEMENT. 

In  our  last  argument,  we  proved  the  eternity  of  the  penalty  in 
two  ways.  1.  By  its  inseparable  connection  with  a  cnangeless 
law.  2.  By  its  own  nature,  death, :  death  being  necessarily  eter- 
nal in  its  own  nature.  It  follows,  that  those  on  whom  this  pen- 
alty falls,  must  be  holden  of  its  power  eternally,  unless  delivered 
by  a  pardon.  But  if  this  is  efiected  at  all,  it  must  be  done  in  one 
of  three  ways.  1.  By  some  provision  of  the  law  tt$eify  or  2.  By 
the  exercise  of  mere  prerogative,  or  3.  By  an  aUmementiheX  shaU 
make  satisfaction,  or  present  a  consideration  in  view  of  which 
the  sinner  may  be  released  from  the  grasp  of  the  penalty,  in  har- 
mony with  the  claims  of  justice 'and  the  honor  of  the  law. 

But  we  have  already  seen,  the  law  affords  the  transgressor  no 
relief ;  and  St.  Paul  says,  ^*  if  there  had  been  a  law  given  that 
could  have  given  life,  then  righteousness  should  have  been  by  the 
law  ;^*  equivalent  to  a  positive  declaration,  that  there  is  no  law 
that  can  give  life  to  the  sinner.  Recollect  this  declaration  .*  there 
was,  and  is  no  law  given,  that  can  give  life  to  the  sinner :  if  there 
had  been,  or  is  such  law,  then  righteousness  should  have  been  by 
the  law.  But  because  there  was  no  such  law  given,  Christ  was 
introduced  to  do  what  the  law  could  not  do.  I  ask  if  the  conclu- 
sion is  not  irresistible,  that  if  Christ  had  not  interposed  for  our 
relief,  inasmuch  as  the  law  provides  no  salvation,  sinners  must 
have  perished  forever  ?    That  is,  the  penalty  of  the  law  i$  eternal. 

The  second  method  of  saving  sinners  named,  is  the  granting 
of  pardon  on  prerogative.  To  the  salvation  of  the  sinner  on  mere 
prerogative  or  clemency,  there  are  insuperable  objections  found 
in  the  essential  and  rectoral  justice  of  Grod.  Should  Mr.  A.  dis- 
pute this,  I  am  prepared  to  sustain  my  position  at  a  proper  time. 
Moreover,  his  moral  attributes  stand  directl3r  in  the  way  of  such 
a  method  of  salvation.  For  instance — God  is  holy ',  his  holiness 
required  just  such  a  law  as  he  has  enacted,  enforced  by  a  penalty 
which  is  death.  But  if  his  holiness  requires  the  law,  it  also  re- 
quires the  infliction  of  its  penalty  upon  the  sinner.  Hence,  it 
roust  stand  directly  opposed  to  the  unconditional  pardon  of  the 
sinner.  That  holiness  wMch  requires  the  law,  will  not  admit  of 
the  repeal  of  the  penalty.  The  same  remarks  may  be  made  in 
respect  to  the  goodness,  wisdom,  and  justice  of  Croa.    The  bar* 


y  Google 


on  EliTDLESS  PUNISHMENT.  50S 

monious  action  of  these  attributes,  led  to  the  enactment  of  a  law, 
the  penalty  of  which  was  death  ;  and  as  God  is  always  the  same, 
these  attributes  can  never  consent  to  the  repeal  of  that  law,  and 
as  no  sinner  can  be  pardoned  on  prerogative,  without  a  repeal  of 
the  law  with  respect  to  him,  hence  this  method  of  salvation  is  * 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  character  and  government  of  God. 

If  tne  law  is  right  in  its  principles,  it  must  be  right  in  its  con- 
sequences. If  it  was  right  to  enact  the  penalty,  it  must  be  right 
to  inflict  it.  If  be  right  to  inflict  it,  it  must  be  certainly  wrong  to 
grant  an  unconditional  pardon.  Pardon  by  mere  clemency,  is 
therefore  impracticable,  under  the  government  of  God .  This  brings 
us  to  the  only  valid  ground  whicn  the  nature  of  the  case  admits 
of,  viz :  if  the  sinner  De  saved  at  all,  it  must  be  by  pardon  grant- 
ed in  view  of  a  satisfaction^  of  such  a  nature  as  will  honor  the 
law,  and  secure  the  ends  of  the  divine  administration,  while  the 
sinner  is  released  from  the  penal  consequences  of  sin,  and  allow- 
ed, if  he  will,  to  resume  his  allegiance  to  God.  Such  is  the  moral 
condition  of  man  as  a  sinner,  and  such  the  necessities  of  his  case, 
from  which  there  is  no  relief,  except  in  the  doctrine  of  atonement. 
I  know  what  mjr  friend  will  say  here.  He  will  say  that  the 
law  is  satisfied  with  the  punishment  of  the  sinner  himself,  that 
the  ends  of  justice  are  attained,  and  the  satisfaction  required  is 
given  in  this  way ;  but  when  he  takes  this  ground,  let  him  under- 
stand that  this  is  getting  righteousness  by  the  deeds  of  the  law, 
and  St.  Paul  denies  this  to  be  possible.  Moreover,  let  him  re- 
member that  the  penalty  is  death,  and  that  it  is  eternal ;  hence  if 
the  sinner  must  satisfy  for  his  transgression  by  enduring  the  pen- 
alty, he  can  have  no  nope  of  salvation. 

Now,  if  we  can  show  that  it  was  the  design  of  Christ's  advent 
to  save  man  from  this  condition — and  that  there  is  no  other  way 
of  deliverance  except  through  Christ,  we  shall  have  driven  another 
nail  in  a  sure  place,  and  confirmed  the  doctrine  of  the  eternity  of 
the  penalty  of  God's  law,  beyond  the  power  of  successful  contra- 
diction. ' 

The  proposition  which  I  shall  maintain  here,  is,  that  it  was  the 
object  of  Christ's  advent  to  our  world,  to  make  an  atonement  for 
the  sins  of  men,  in  view  of  which  the  penalty  might  be  waived, 
and  a  dif^pensation  of  grace  and  pardon  be  granted  to  a  guilty 
world.  Bat  as  my  time  is  nearly  out,  I  will  not  enter  upon  this 
subject  until  I  speak  again,  when  I  can  finish  what  I  have  to  of- 
fer without  interruption. 

As  I  am  now  upon  an  argument  from  the  atonement,  and  shall 
have  occasion  to  refer  again  to  the  Greek  word  ^''wper,**  I  will  in 
this  place  notice  more  fully  than  I  have  done  elsewhere,  a  criti- 
cism of  Mr.  Austin,  on  this  word.  His  object  is  to  disprove  the 
obvious  fact  that  the  word  "  uper"  is  employed  in  the  scriptures 
to  si'gnify  **«n  the  place  ^' — •*rtearf"— or  **  behalf  cf^* — and  hence, 
when  found  in  connection  with  the  death  of  Christ  for  sinners, 
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the  meaniiij;  is  that  Christ  died  in  the  room-^tad — or  plau  of 
sinners,  or  in  their  behalf ^^  so  as  to  exonerate  them  from  the  neces- 
sity of  giving  penal  satisfaction  in  their  own  persons.  The  fol- 
lowing passages  show  the  manner  in  which  the  word  is  used. 
2  Cor.  V.  21. — "He  was  made  Bin  for  (uper)  us."  14th  verse, 
"  if  one  died  {uper)  for  all,  then  were  all  dead."  John  xi.  50. 
"  It  is  expedient  for  us  that  one  man  should  die  for  (uper)  the  peo 

Fie."  Rom.  V.  6 ;  1  Peter  ii.  21,  iii.  18th  and  many  other  places, 
n  the  last  place  referred  to,  it  is  said,  "  Christ  hatn  once  suffered 
the  just  (uper)  for  the  unjust,  that  he  might  hring  us  to  God." 

Now,  all  the  proof  we  have  that  "  uper  "  does  not  signify  in 
the  stead  and /or  the  benefit  of  others,  is  found  in  the  naked  '*  ipse 
dixit*'*  of  Mr.  Austin.  The  very  examples  he  has  adduced  to 
vindicate  his  position,  prove  that  while  the  word  is  sometimes 
used  in  an  accommodated  sense,  that  is,  in  a  sense  inferior  to  its 
real  primary  signification,  nevertheless,  when  used  with  reference 
to  the  death  and  sufferings  of  Christ  for  sinners,  the  sense  is,  that 
Christ  died  to  save  sinners  from  death — that  he  suffered  to  rdieve 
them  from  suffering.  If  the  reader  or  hearer  will  examine  the 
passages  hrought  forward  as  examples,  he  will  find  abundant 
reason  to  justify  this  remark.  Moreover,  the  gentleman  virtually 
gives  up  the  point,  by  admitting  the  word  means  **in  behalf  of. ^^ 
He  quotes  Robinson  as  authority :  and  I  will  neither  dispute  the 
authority,  nor  the  definition.  Though  ^*  uper^*  admits  a  more 
extended  signification,  yet,  if  I  can  have  the  one  here  admitted,  it 
is  all  I  ask  to  make  out  my  case.  Webster  says — "  behalf  de- 
notes substitution,  or  the  act  of  taking  the  part  of  another."  This 
is  precisely  what  I  contend  for.  Christ  was  substituted  in  the 
sinner^s  place,  and  so  acted  in  his  behalf ^  that  he  has  "  r^eemed 
him  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being  made  a  curse  for  him." 
Hence  the  celebrated  Tholuck  remarks  in  his  comment  on  Rom. 
v.  8th,  "  While  among  men  there  is  none  who  will  thus  die  for 
the  innocent,  and  not  many  who  will  die  for  a  benrfactor,  the  ho- 
ly one  submits  to  death  for  sinners,  for  those  who  had  offended 
against  God  himself.  It  was  a  noble  demonstration  of  God's 
love,  that  while  men  were  all  involved  in  a  situation  of  revolt 
from  him,  he  suffered  Christ  to  appear  amon^  them,  who,  in  order 
to  break  the  power  of  evil,  took  upon  himself  the  consequences  of 
sin,  even  death  and  all  its  pains."  Also  the  distinguished  and 
very  learned  Dr.  Knapp,  commenting  on  the  same  verses — "  This 
cannot  mean  that  by  his  death  Christ  gave  men  an  example  of 
firmness,  or  sought  to  reform  them.  For  in  verse  7th  we  read : 
There  are  but  few  instances  among  men  (like  that  of  Damon 
and  Pythias)  of  one  dying  for  an  innocent  friend :  and  indeed  the 
examples  are  rare  of  one  dj^ing  (as  Peter  was  willing  to  do  {uper 
h'istau)ioT  Christ. — John  xiii.  37.)  or  even  for  a  benefactor  {aga-- 
ihos.)  But  there  is  no  example  of  one  dj^ing  for  rebels  and  crimi" 
nals^  to  rescue  them  from  the  death  which  they  deserved ;  and 
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yet  so  did  Christ  die  for  us."  Paul  could  not  have  expressed  his 
meaning  more  clearly.  Accordingly  he  say5,»2  Cor.  v.  14,  "  Did 
one  die  for  all,  then  were  all  dead."  With  these  remarks  we 
dismiss  this  criticism,  and  think  we  shall  not  have  occasion  to 
return  to  it  again. 

Before  I  set  down,  however,  I  will  call  on  the  gentleman  again, 
to  announce  his  views  to  the  audience,  respecting  future  punish- 
m3nt.  Does  he  believe  sinners  will  be  punished  after  the  present 
life  ?  If  so,  where  will  they  be  punished  1  Does  he  believe  there 
is  a  place  in  the  future  world,  denominate!  hell  1  If  there  is,  how 
will  he  get  sinners  out  of  hell,  after  they  have  become  inmates  of 
that  place  of  punishment  ?  If  there  is  no  such  place  as  hell, 
where,  an  1  how  are  sinners  who  die  without  repentance,  punish- 
ed in  the  future  world  ?  Any  information  on  these  points  will 
be  thankfully  received. — iTime expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIK'S  fourth  REPLY.] 

Gentlemen : — The  sixth  argument  which  Elder  Holmes  advances 
in  support  of  the  affirmative,  he  attempts  to  draw  from  the  Nature 
of  the  Divine  Law.  God's  Moral  Taw  he  declares,  is  a  transcript 
of  his  own  divine  mind.  In  his  article  in  the  Methodist  Review, 
to  which  reference  has  frequently  been  made,  he  says,  the  law  ia 
•*an  emboJiment  of  the  moral  perfection  of  God,"  and  is  **  the  ex- 
pression of  the  infinite  and  eternal  mitid,  with  respect  to  himself, 
and  ail  created  dependencies." — (Review  p.  417.)  Mr.  Holmes 
also  quotes  from  Wesley  as  follows :  ••  The  law  of  God  is  a  copy 
of  the  eternal  mind,  a  transcript  of  the  divine  nature;  yea,  it  is  the 
fairest  offspring  of  the  *  everlasting  Father,*  the  brightest  efflux  of 
his  essential  wisdom,  the  visible  beauty  of  the  Most  High." 

I  concur  decidedly  in  these  views  of  my  friend  and  his  father 
Wesley.  Unquestionably  the  Divine  Law  is  a  transcript  of  the 
nature  and  the  moral  perfections  of  its  author.  But  from  these 
premises,  I  draw  a  conclusion  very  different  from  that  at  which 
my  opponent  arrives.  What  is  the  nature,  the  moral  perfec- 
tion, of  God  ?  We  may  enter  upon  long  details  in  reply  to  this 
inquiry.  But  we  can  find  no  better  answer  than  that  fumibh- 
ed  us  by  the  Apostle  John,  who  sum^*  up  the  whole  compass  of 
the  Divine  Nature  in  the  single  declaration— "God  is  Love!  !*' 
.  The  Elder  may  not  like  this  definition,  in  this  connection;  but  it  is 
that  which  Deity  has  furnished  us  himself,  and  we  are  bound  to 
receive  it  as  the  truth.  If  Love  is  the  perfection  of  God's  nature, 
and  if  his  Law  is  a  transcript  of  that  nature,  then  it  must  neces- 
sarily be  a  law  of  Love,  And  if  ft  be  a  law  of  Love,  then  the 
penalty  must  accord  with  the  dictates  of  Love.  For  penalty  is  but 
a  part  of  law,  and  is  designed  simply  to  carry  out  the  intention 
of  law.    How,  then,  can  any  thing  grow  out  of  God's  law,  or  its 
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penalty,  which  will  result  in  fixing  the  disobedient  in  a  state  of 
sin  and  woe.  Tha  Apostle  declares  that  ''love  worketh  no  ill 
to  its  neighbor."  The  whole  purpose  of  the  Divine  Law,  is  to 
carry  out  the  promptings  of  the  Creator's  infinite  love  towarJa 
man.  Its  enactments  and  penalties  are  designed  for  man^s  good 
— to  turn  him  from  darkness  to  light,  from  sin  to  righteousness, 
from  that  which  entails  wretchedness,  lo  that  which  imparts  the 
highest  felicity.  Such  being  the  intention  of  God's  law,  before 
my  friend  can  show  that  it  will  entail  endless  wretchedness  on 
any  of  those  over  whom  it  is  exercised,  he  must  first  show  that 
it  is  an  imperfect  law — that  it  fails  in  accomplishing  the  object  for 
which  it  was  established.  In  fine,  he  must  show  God's  love,  In. 
adopting  its  plans  to  confer  happiness  on  its  objects,  has  commit- 
ted a  blunder  so  egregious  and  monstrous,  as  to  pursue  a  course 
which  does  work  ill  to  its  neighbor — and  that  in  seeking  to  make 
men  everlastingly  happj,  it  has-been  so  short-sighted  as  to  take 
a  course  which  results  in  consigning  them  to  everlasting  misery! 

Will  my  friend  acknowledge  that  God's  law  was  origmally  de- 
signed for  the  good  of  all,  individually  and  collectively,  or  will 
he  not  ?  This  is  a  plain  question  and  admits  of  a  clear  and  dis- 
tinct answer.  I  hope  he  will  summon  courage  to  give  us  a  reply 
in  his  next  speech,  tiiat  shall  come  directly  to  the  point,  without 
any  circumlocution,  or  any  dodging  the  point  in  a  long  harrangue 
of  words  which  have  no  bearing.  I  want  him  for  once,  clearly 
to  define  his  position  on  this  suhject.  If  he  believes  the  law  of 
God  was  not  designed  to  promote  the  good,  and  secure  the  final 
happiness  of  all  men,  then  he  steps  upon  the  old  Calvinistic  plat- 
form, and  virtually  embraces  the  doctrine  of  Election  and  Repro- 
bation. But  if  he  acknowledges  the  Divine  Law  was  originally  de- 
signed solely  to  secure  the  everlasting  felicity  of  every  human  be- 
ing, then  I^k  him  to  show  why  God  executed  that  law  in  such  a 
manner,  or  annexed  such  a  penalty  to  it,  as  to  result  in  ensulphing 
countless  millions  in  endless  woe — a  condition  directly  the  oppo- 
site of  that  for  which  he  enacted  the  law,  and  at  which  he  was 
continually  aiming  in  putting  it  in  force  ?  Moreover,  if  such  will 
be  the  result  of  the  operation  of  the  law,  will  he  show  us  how  to 
avoid  the  conclusion,  that  there  must  have  been  no  foresight  in 
originally  enacting  the  law,  nor  the  least  wisdom  in  putting  it  into 
practical  execution. 

No  truth  can  be  more  apparent,  than  that  the  views  entertained  by 
my  opponent,  degrade  the  government  of  Jehovah  to  an  equality  with 
man's,  in  every  thing  imperfect,  short-sighted,  unwise,  weak  and  fee- 
ble. Is  there  a  person  in  this  audience,  who  does  not  clearly  see,  that 
the  whole  aim  of  Elder  Holmes  is  to  prove  that  God's  law  is  so 
blind  and  unwise  as  while  striving  to  promote  the  happiness  of 
men,  it  stumbles  into  measures  which  destroys  that  happmess  for- 
ever ?  Can  any  one  fail  to  discover  that  his  success  in  this  debate 
depends  entirely  upon  his  convincing  the  people,  that  God's  gov- 
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emment  and  laws,  are  the  most  feeble,  frriog  and  imperfect  things 
in  existence— trying  to  confer  an  immense  benefit  on  the  worm, 
yet  like  a  blinded  child,  causing  far  more  evil  than  it  can  effect 
good — and  that  too,  thronghoui  eternity  ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  declares  that  what  the  law  demands  now,  it  will  al- 
ways demand.  Acknowledged.  What  does  the  Law  demand  now,  of 
the  sinner  ?  I  answer  obedience  to  its  requirements.  Then  it  must  de- 
mand obedience  forever.  But  my  friend  does  not  believe  this.  He 
does  not  believe  the  law  will  require  obedience  of  lost  sinners  here- 
after. Or  if  he  does,  he  only  believes  it  guilty  of  the  wicked  absurdity 
of  requiring  an  impossibility.  For  he  contends  that  when  the  wicked 
depart  from  this  life,  the  law  will  allow  them  no  opportunity  or 
ability  to  comply  with  its  requirements.  Hence,  my  friend  is  com- 
pelled to  admit,  either  that  God^s  law  will  not  always  demand  of 
the  sinful  what  it  now  requires— or,  that  it  will  cruelly  demand, 
what  it  has  itself  deprived  them  the  ability  and  option  to  comply 
with.  Upon  one  horn  or  the  other,  of  this  dilemma » the  Elder  finds 
himself  suspended  by  his  own  weak  theory.  The  law  of  the  Most 
High  will,  indeed,  ever  demand  that  obedience  of  the  wicked  which 
It  now  so  justly  aske.  But  so  far  from  placing  them  where  they 
will  not  have  the  privilege  of  a  compliance,  it  will  always  yield 
every  conceivable  opportunity  Tor  the  disobedient  to  yield  their 
adherence  to  its  claims,  so  long  as  a  sinful  soul  shall  exist  in  the 
universe  !    Here  is  consistency — and  here  is  truth. 

My  brother  opjposite,  contends  that  law  cannot  exist  without 
penalty ;  and  as  tne  law  of  God  will  endure  forever,  its  penalty 
must  necesssrily  be  endless  f  Here  we  have  an  artful  attempt  to 
deceive  those  who  are  not  accustomed  deep  thinking,  and  who  are 
liable  to  give  more  weight  to  sound  than  sense.  Can  it  be  possible 
my  friend  is  serious  in  offering  an  argument  so  shallow?  Let  us 
apply  the  dissecting  knife  of  truth.  I  acknowledge  that  as  the  law 
of  God  will  exist  forever,  its  penalty  will  also  exist  forever.  But 
does  it  follow  that  it  will  be  inflicted  forever,  onTany^  one  being  ? 
Here  is  the  point  where  the  Elder  has  adroitly  assumed  the  exact 
thing  he  should  have  proved — an  assumption,  which,  in  fact,  cov- 
ers all  there  is  in  debate  between  us.  Let  him  show  that  the  Di- 
vine Law  requires  its  penalty  to  be  inflicted  endlessly  on  the  offen- 
der, and  be  will  have  the  question.  But  this  he  has  not  done, 
and  he  cannot.  I  beg  him  not  to  take  for  granted,  that  which  it  is  ^ 
his  sole  business  to  prove.  A  penalty  may  exist  always,  and  yet 
not  always  be  inflicted  on  the  same  persons.  The  law  against 
theft  has  a  penalty,  which  condemns  those  who  violate  it  to  im- 
prisonment. This  law  will  exist  for  thousands  of  years,  and  so 
will  its  penalty.  But  what  would  be  thought  of  the  intelligence 
of  a  lawyer,  who,  on  the  trial  of  a  thief,  should  insist  that  inas- 
much as  the  penalty  against  this  crime  will  always  exist,  therefore 
the  punishment  of  the  culprit  should  be  perpetual  imprisonment  ? 
Such  an  argument  could  but  excite  the  laughter  of  court  and  bar. 
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Yet  tlii*  18  precisely  the  logic  of  my  opponent.  The  penalty  of 
Go  rs  moral  law  will  forever  endure,  but  this  is  no  reason  for  sup- 
posing that  it  mil  be  inflicted  forever  upon  each  sinner.  Because 
1.  The  sins  of  this  life  cannot  upon  the  principles  of  strict  justice, 
deserve  a  punishment  which  shall  be  endless.  2.  The  object  of 
the  penalty  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  law  itself — viz  :  to  promote 
the  good  of  the  guilty.  Hence,  it  cannot  perpetuate  his  misery 
forever,  without  violating  the  object  which  gave  it  existence.  3. 
The  law  and  iis  penalty,  are  reformatory — designed  to  bring  the 
sinful  to  repentence  and  reformation ;  and  when  this  end  is  secured, 
in  regard  to  any  sinner,  it  ceases  its  inflictions  in  that  ca&e.  4. 
Although  there  will  always  be  a  penalty  against  violating  God's 
law,  yet  it  will  be  inflicted  on  each  guilty  being,  in  accordance 
with  his  demerit,  and  will  endure  until  he  has  turned  from  his 
wickedness  to  repentence,  and  no  longer,  in  that  instance.  Why 
should  it  continue  its  afflictions,  after  he  turns  in  sorrow  from 
his  evil  ways  ?    Can  any  one  answer  ? 

Elder  Holmes  goes  on  to  state  that  the  penalty  of  God's  law  is 
death.  In  this  he  is  undoubtedly  correct.  But  what  kind  of  death 
is  it  ?  If  it  is  natural  death,  then  all  men  will  be  punished  for 
their  sins ;  for  all  must  die.  Yet  for  two  days  my  friend  has  contend- 
ed that  Christ  came  expressly  to  save  mankind  from  the  infliction  of 
the  penalty  of  God's  law.  But  if  the  penalty  is  moral  death,  then 
the  subject  is  presented  in  another  light.  A  state  of  moral  death 
is,  without  question,  a  result,  and  hence  a  punishment,  of  a  coarse 
of  sin.  It  is  perfectly  descriptive  of  the  condition  into  which 
those  are  brought,  who  give  themselves  np  to  the  dominion  of  de- 
praved passions.  But  what  is  its  duration  ?  My  opponent  takes 
this  ground — "  That  as  death  in  its  own  nature  is  eternal,  there- 
fore till  must  endure  it,  unless  brought  out  of  it."  Our  hearers 
cannot  fail  to  notice  his  old  errors,  in  this  position.  He  has  given 
us  assumption  instead  of  proof.  He  says  moral  death  in  its  own 
nature,  is  eternal.  What  evidence  does  he  present  in  support  ot 
this  position  ?  Not  any.  It  is  a  sheer  assertion.  My  assertion  is 
as  good  as  my  friends,  and  I  insist  that  moral  death  in  its  own  na- 
ture, is  not  eternal.  There  is  nothing  in  it,  or  of  it,  that  necessa- 
rily makes  its  duration  endless.  What  is  moral  death  ?  It  is  not 
an  entity,  a  thing  expressly  created  to  exist  forever.  It  is  a  state, 
>  a  condition  of  sm  and  alienation,  the  duration  of  which  depends 
not  upon  any  thing  in  its  own  nature,  but  upon  the  doings  of  the 
being  involved  in  it.  It  cannot  exi^t  forever  in  any  possible  case 
connected  with  man.  The  Creator  has  implanted  in  man  a  recu- 
perative  power,  a  capacity  to  change  and  improve  his  moral  condi- 
tion— to  seek  for  lir;ht  and  truth,  until  he  nnds  and  enjoys  them. 
This  power  of  itself,  by  the  sheer  exercise  of  its  own  energies, 
would  in  the  process  of  time,  enable  its  possessor  to  work  his  way 
out  of  the  deepest  moral  darkness  and  death.  But  when  we  reflect 
that  G6d  has  thh>wn  aroond  all  human  beings,  a  thousand  outwaid 
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means  nod  kcHities  to  aid  them  in  the  acqaisition  of  light  aad 
knnwlednc — when  we  remember  that  by  availing  thcn»8clve«i  of 
these  resources,  we  see  men  every  day,  coming  forth  from  moral 
death  to  spiritual  life — the  assumption  that  moral  death  is  necesm- 
rUy  eternal^  becomes  ridiculous.  And  above  all,  when  it  is  bronght 
to  mind  that  the  express  work  Christ  came  to  accomplish,  was  to 
instruct  and  enlighten  men,  and  to  save  them  from  sin  and  death 
— and  when  to  these  considerations  we  add  the  express  scripture 
declarations,  that  Jesus  shall  be  successful  in  his  mission,  and 
bring  aH  mankind  to  truth  and  heliness— the  argument  of  my  friend 
falls  into  its  original  nothingness. 

His  reference  to  the  downward  career  of  the  drunkard  is  unfor- 
tunate for  him.     Nothing  is  more  true,  than  that  men  in  the  use 
of  intoxicating  drink,  will  often  wax  worse  until  they  become  con  j 
firmed  sots.     What  does  this  show  ?    That  they  have  no  power  to 
cesist  temptation— no  capacity  to  reform  ?    No.     It  only  proves 
that  they  failed  to  iJerdn  the  self-restraint  with  which  God  had 
endowed  tham.    There  are  thousands  of  instances  where  men  who 
had  become  the  most  abject  slaves  to  this  brutal  appetite — who  had 
been  reduced  to  the  lowest  depths  of  degradation,  and  had  seem« 
ingly  lost  their  very  humanity-have  suddenly  rallied,  made  a  solemn 
resolution  to  reform — carried  it  mlo  complete  execution^ — and  from  a 
condition  of  habitual  drunkenness,  of  long  years  standing,  have 
arisen  to  the  position  of  sober,  useful  citizens,  and  devout  chris- 
tians.    There  was  nothing  miraculous  in  all  this .'     It  was  accom- 
plished  by  the  exercise  of  those  regenerating  powers  with  which 
all  have  been  endowed,  stimulated  and  aided  by  the  influenca 
of  important    considerations  bearing  on   the  mind.       The  fact 
that  some,  >ea,  many  drunkards  have  thus  reformed,  proves  that 
ALL  have  the  power  to  do  likewise.    This  fully  confirms  my  posi- 
tion of  man*s  inherent  capacity  to  reform — improve — progress  ! 
Was  not  the   Prodigal  Son  involved  in  the  deepest  moral  death  i 
Did  he  not  possess  an  inherent  ability  to  reform  ?    Bid  he  not  say 
*«  I  will  arise  and  go  to  my  father  ?"    And  did  he  not  return  to  the 
embrace  of  his  parents,  as  one  alive  from  the  iiead — dead  in  tres- 
parses  and  sins  ?     What  the  Prodigal  Son  did,  all  sinners  can  do. 
And  what  they  can  do,  in  a  matter  so  vitally  effecting  their  happi- 
ness, we  must  believe  they  eventually  iri//  do— espec  aUy  when  a 
Savior  ever  stands  ready  to  lead  and  assist  them  in  a  work  so 
worthy  and  desirable. 

In  vie  V  of  these  considerations,  all  Mr  Holmes  has  said  on 
"  the  endless  duration  of  penalty,**  stands  without  the  slightest  sup- 
port. He  says  be  has  proved  that  death  is  endless,  tie  has  proved 
nothing  of  the  kind,  as  all  can  see.  If  moral  death  is  endless,  then 
when  it  once  existed  in  regard  to  any  individual,  it  would  never 
cease — there  could  be  no  redemption  from  it.  But  nothing  is  more 
evanescent.  To-day  it  enfolJs  the  heart  of  man— to-morrow  it 
has  been  expelled  by  the  light  of  truth  !    How  ridiculous  the  as- 
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sumption  that  snch  a  state  is  eternal !  !  Besides,  if  Hemal  death 
is  the  punishment  of  sin,  why  has  it  not  been  revealed  in  the  Scrip- 
tures ?  The  Bible  contains  no  declaration,  no  sentinient  of  this 
character.  In  many  places,  and  in  numerous  forms  of  speech,  it 
describes  the  kind  of  punishment  God  will  bring  on  the  sinner ; 
but  in  no  instance  does  it  declare,  or  even  hint,  that  such  a  punish* 
ment  as  eternal  death  will  be  inflicled.  The  Bible  positively  con- 
tradicts Elder  Holmes*  heathen  notion  of  eternal  death,  by  proclaim- 
ing: ^he  xiXXtr  extinction  of  death.  St.  Paul  declares  that  **  Death  the 
laH  enemy  shall  be  DESTROYED !  !•*—(!  Cor.  xv.  26.)  That  it 
shall  be  "  swallowed  up  in  victory  ! ! !" — (verse  54.)  He  represents 
mankind  when  they  shall  all  be  brought  into  the  resurrection  state 
as  exultingly  exclaiming— (O  death,  where  is  thy  sting !  .'•» — (v.  55.) 
The  same  Apostle  teaches  us  that  Christ  came  to  •<  destroy  him 
that  hath  the  power  of  death — that  is  the  devil— [or  evil  personi- 
fied) and  deliver  them  who  throueh/imr  of  death,  were  all  their 
lifetime  subject  to  bondage." — (Heb.  ii.  14,  15.) 

Now  as  death  is  all  Ihe  puninhment  Elder  Holmes  claims  or  pre- 
tends, that  sin  will  ever  receive,  and  as  I  have  shown  to  a  perfect 
demonstration,  not  only  from  the  nature  of  moral  death,  but  from 
the  most  positive  declarations  of  God^s  word,  that  it  cannot  endure 
forev^ei ,  but  will  eventually  be  **  destroyed  and  swallowed  up  in 
victory" — the  affirmative  of  this  question  falls  piostrate  to  the 
earth!  His  attempts  to  prove  eternal  misery,  have  proved  wholly 
abortive.  Here  was  the  vital  position  of  my  opponent — to  show 
that  death,  the  punishment  which  God  inflicts  upon  the  wicked* 
will  be  endless  !  This  is  the  only  point*on  which  he  could  achieve 
a  victory.  If  he  had  established  the  eternity  of  death,  he  would 
have  sustained  his  cause.  But  failing  in  tbis,  as  he  has  so  evi- 
-dently  that  the  most  prejudiced  cannot  avoid  acknowledging  it 
—coming  into  direct  conflict  with  God's  holy  word— a  signal  and 
total  defeat  has  overwhelmed  him ! !  Whatever  he  may  say  here- 
after—whatever positions  he  may  take — however  plainly  he  may 
appear  to  reason,  or  profuse  may  be  his  (quotations  from  Scripture 
— all  will  avail  him  nothing !  He  has  failed  to  establish  the  eter- 
nity of  DEATH,  the  only  punishment  he  claims  roan  will  receive ; 
and  hence,  all  else,  depending  as  it  does,  on  the  truthfulness  oi  this 
position,  must  fail  also ! 

The  Elder  charged  me  with  maintaining  that  the  law  of  God  is 
satisfied  by  the  punishment  of  the  sinner.  Is  the  man  beside  him- 
self ?  Has  he  twisted  and  turned  in  so  many  instances,  that  he  has 
become  bewildered,  and  does  not  know  which  way  he  faces  ?  This, 
my  friend,  is  your  own  position.  It  is  the  genuine  evangelical  doc- 
trine, that  God's  law  is  satisfied  only  by  puf1t«Am«n^  inflicted  either 
on  the  sinful,  or  Christ  as  their  substitue,  or  on  both.  The  ground 
I  have  occupied  from  the  beginning  of  this  discussion,  is,  that  the 
law  is  not  satisfied  or  fulfilled,  by  the  simple  infliction  of  pain  on 
the  guilty.    Bat  that  it  is  satisfied  only  with  that  for  which  pun- 
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ishment  is  administered,  viz :  obedience Sind  love.  Panisbment  duly 
administered,  leads  to  repentence — and  repcntence  ends  in  obedi- 
ence and  love.  When  this  result  is  obtained  Id  the  case  of  each 
sinner  of  the  race  of  man,  then  the  Law  of  God  wiil  become 
wholly  satisfied ;  and  his  wisdom  and  goodness  in  its  enactment 
aod  execution,  be  made  manifest  to  an  admiring  universe ! ! 

Allow  me  now  to  attend  to  a  few  declarations  made  by  my  op- 

Eonent  at  the  commencement  of  his  last  speech.  He  says  all  I 
ave  uttered  in  regard  to  his  belief  in  Total  Depravity,  is  a  man  of 
straw  f  If  it  is  a  man  of  straw,  it  is  one  of  his  own  building.  He 
unequivocally  declared  in  so  many  words,  that  he  did  believe  in 
toicU depravity/  But  my  remarks  in  regard  to  this  declaration, 
have  evidently  had  the  effect  of  bringing  him  to  his  senses  on  this 
subject.  He  now  apprehends  that  others  see  the  odious  features 
of  that  doctrine,  and  he  shrinks  back  from  the  responsibility  of  san'  • 
tioning  the  repulsive  conclusions  to  which  it  leads.  Hence,  he 
makes  an  attempt  to  modify  his  belief  in  this  sentiment,  He  has 
seized  upon  a  happy  thought  to  relieve  himself  of  the  difficulty 
into  which  he  has  blindly  run.  Stepping  half  way  back  from  his 
former  position,  and  with  an  attempt  to  make  a  compromise  with 
his  old  fashioned  Calvinistic  brethren,  he  declares  his  belief  at  the 
present  moment  to  be,  that  men  wotdd  have  been  totally  depraved, 
tf  they  had  been  without  a  Savior ! !  And  thisi%  his  total  depravity  ! 
Wonderful ! !  Well,  let  us  look  iit  this  a  moment.  If  all  that  now 
prevents  men  from  being  depraved,  is  that  a  Savior  has  been  pro- 
vided, then  it  follows,  that  all  who  lived  before  the  advent  of 
Christ,  must  have  been,  in  the  true  Calvinistic  sense,  totally  de- 
praved !  Or,  to  use  a  phrase  which  will  conform  to  my  oppo- 
nent's notins,  ihey  must  have  been  TOTALLY,  *'^  totally  de- 
praved !*'  In  this  view  of  the  case,  he  but  uttered  his  true  opinion 
when  he  said  he  believed  in  total  depravity'  But  will  my  friend 
inform  me  what  distinction  there  is,  between  the  totally  depraved 
sinners  who  have  existed  previous  to  the  death  of  Christ,  and  the 
sinners  who  existed  since  that  day?  If  the  (former  were  to- 
tally depraved,  and  the  latter  were  not,  there  must  have  been  a  vast 
difference  between  their  moral  characteristics.  Yet  who  will  un- 
dertake to  say  that  sinners  of  our  own  age,  are  not  quite  as  de- 
praved as  they  were  before  the  Savior  died  ?  I  shall  probably  al- 
lude to  this  subject  again. 

The  Elder  asserts  that  the  Indians  have  been  six  thousand  years 
without  improvement,  I  know  not  on  what  rules  of  chronology, 
he  dates  back  the  Indian  race  six  thousand  years.  But  I  would 
like  to  be  informed  how  he  knows  they  have  not  improved  ? 
Has  he  any  data  by  which  he  can  compare  their  present,  with 
their  past  condition  ?  Even  allowing  that,  as  a  race,  they  have 
not  improved,  owing  to  local  circumstances,  does  this  show  they 
arc  not  improvable  ?  I  insist  there  has  not  been  one  of  all  the  In- 
dian race,  or  any  other  class  among  men,  in  possession  of  his  nat- 
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ural  faculties,  xvbo  has  not  possessed  abundant  capacity  \o  improTe« 
and  who  has  not  learned  a  vast  amount  lelween  childhood  and  rid 
aj^e.  This  shows  that  man  is  not  tolaVy  depraved.  It  csablii^hes 
the  fact,  that  he  is  improretjfc/e— progkessive — in  his  nature.  And 
unless  Deity  interposes pti7yo.se'y,  an  inpurmounljihlebar.  he  will  ul- 
timately, during  his  future  existence,  attain  to  all  knowledge  and 
truth,  both  Intellectually  and  morally. 

Mr.  Holmes,  alarmed  at  the  enormity  of  the  doctrine  be  is  advo- 
cating, and  striving  to  conceal  its  hit'eous  features,  reiterates  the 
declaration  he  made  some  time  since,  that  be  is  net  here  to  show  that 
parents  will  be  separated  from  their  children.  The  repetition  of  this 
disclaimer  is  a  significant  fact.  It  shows  the  gentlemar.  is  sensible  in 
bis  own  soul,  that  the  sentiment  he  is  endeavoring  to  establish,  vio- 
lates the  most  tender  sensibilities,  and  tramples  upon  the  dearest 
and  sweetest  affections  of  the  human  heart.  How  exceedingly  anx- 
ious he  is  to  paliate,  modify,  and  keep  from  view,  the  more  abhor- 
rent traits  of  eternal  woe  !  But  I  ine'ist  that  he  shall  stand  up  to 
his  darling  tenet,  and  defend  it  as  it  is.  He  is  here,  he  will  par- 
don me  for  saying,  precisel)  to  show  that  millions  of  parents  and 
children  will  be  forever  sejiarated  !  All  he  is  here  for — all  he  is 
laboring  to  do— all  he  is  s])ending  the  precious  strength  God  baa 
given  him  for  belter  purposes,  to  accomplish — is  to  prove  a  doc- 
trine, which  if  true,  will  tear  parents  and  children  assunder  for- 
ever!! He  is  virtually  telling  many  fathers  and  mothers  in  this 
audience,  that  if  his  sentiments  are  trae,  although  they  may  enter 
upon  eternal  joys  themselves,  they  will  never  meet  those  children 
there,  who  are  dearer  to  them  than  their  own  hearts  !  If  they  be- 
lieve his  doctrine,  they  MUST  believe  in  an  endless  separation 
fi  om  their  beloved  offspring  ! ! 

Brother  Holmes  lenews  nis  attack  on  Reason,  the  highest  and 
noblest  faculty  of  man.  To  throw  distrust  on  its  exercise,  he  re- 
fers to  the  use  which  has  been  made  of  reason  by  the  heathen  and 
by  infidels ;  and  insists  that  it  has  led  them  into  their  absurdities. 
And  the  sage  conclusion  at  which  he  arrives,  is,  that  **  human 
reason  is  an  erring  guide  !'*  In  this,  he  has  stumbled,  as  once  be- 
fore, in  making  no  distinction  between  pure  reason,  and  the  nrant 
of  it.  The  heathen,  and  all  unbelievers,  not  omitting  those  who 
denominate  themselves  **  evangelical,'^  wander  into  their  erroneous 
convictions,  not  by  following  the  dictates  of  enlightened  reason, 
but  by  going  directly  counter  \o  them.  Is  it  reason  that  makes  the 
Atheist  reject  his  God — or  leads  the  orthodox  to  embrace  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity— -or  tells  the  heathen  to  bow  to  his  idols  ?  Nay 
— it  is  through  the  absence  of  Reason,  that  they  fall  into  these  ab- 
surdities. If  reason  is  *'an  ening  guide,**  will  my  friend  inform 
me  where  man  can  find  a  true  guide?  Does  he  reply — in  the 
Scriptures?  I  ask  again,  how  can  we  have  any  knowledge  of 
the  meaning  of  the  Scriptures  except  we  arc  assisted  and  guided 
by  reason  ? 
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My  friMd  tmeris  timt  *<the  idtaof  Eodlofls  Pmnishinent,  wm 
not  iDTented  !*'  He  has  j^iven  ua  no  other  evidence  ot  the  truth  of 
thJ6  |K>6ition,  than  his  simple  deolaxation.  But  be  is  here  equally 
unfortunate  as  with  most  of  his  assumptions.  It  is  an  assertion 
Ufainst  weii  established  fact.  1  have  shown  that  the  doctrine  it- 
•elt-^the  original  idea,  and  ail  its  infernal  imagery,  whether  pa- 
fan  or  mo  Jem  orthodox — was  a  sheer  invention  of  the  heathen. 
Tn  proof  of  this,  I  introluced  the  testimony  of  the  roost  learned 
heathen  orators  and  philosophers*  in  their  own  words. 

Mr.  Holmes  inquires,  where  the  wicked  man  is,  in  the  next 
world,  and  whtt  is  his  condition  ?  And  in  reply  to  his  own  ques- 
tion, he  declares  he  becomes  *^  an  incarnate  devil  !*'  I  ask  for 
the  proof  of  this  assertion.  Has  my  friend  visited  the  futura 
world,  or  have  any  returned  from  that  existence  and  informed  him 
that  when  the  wicked  man  <ties,  he  becomes  an  incarnate  fiend  // 
This  monstrous  declaration  has  no  other  support  than  the  na- 
ked word  of  the  Elder.  The  Bible  does  not  say  that  men  be» 
come  incarnate  Aends  hereafter.  Not  a  woni  can  be  foand  within 
its  lids  favoring  the  idea.  Ht,  Paul  gives  a  very  different  discri p. 
tion  of  those  who  hare  passed  through  death.  He  declares  they 
become  spiritual,  incorruptible,  glorious.— -(Cor.  xvi.  42-44.)    To 

Srove  l^wever,  that  the  wicked  in  this  life,  become  incamata 
ends  in  the  next,  my  friend  quotes  Rev.  xxii.  11 — "  He  that  hi 
unjiist,  let  him  be  unjust  still  ;  and  he  which  is  filthy,  let  him  be 
filtbv  still.'*  My  friend  appeared  sincere,  when  he  quoted  this 
passage.  I  could  discover  no  indications  of  iron^r  in  his  voice  or 
conntenanee  We  are  compelled,  therefore,  to  believe*  that  he  ac  j 
taally  supposed  the  language  of  (he  Revelator,  had  a  bearing  on 
the  point  in  defence  of  which  it  was  quoted,  and  that  it  yielded  it 
support.  I  would  inquire  of  the  audience,  what  we  are  to  think 
of  the  intelligence  and  good  sense  of  Elier  Holmes,  and  other  par- 
tialist  divines,  who  make  great  pretentions  to  learning,  to  biblical 
knowledge,  and  sacred  literature,  in  making  such  a  quotation  for 
mdi  a  purpose.  The  point  be  wishes  to  establish  by  the  word  of 
God,  is,  that  when  the  wicked  enter  another  state  of  existence* 
they  continue  there  to  tie  the  same  sinful  creatures  they  were  here 
— ^yea,  that  they  become  **  incarnate  devils  !*'  Now  the  passage 
introduced  from  Revelations,  has  no  more  reference  to  anv  subject 
of  that  nature,  than  to  the  condition  of  the  wicked  before  they 
were  born.  It  ha»  no  allusion  to  d^h,  or  to  the  condition  of  the 
sinful  after  death.  It  was  uttered  solely  in  refecence  to  affairi«  in 
this  life.  Every  intelligent  individual  can  become  satisfied  of  the 
truth  of  these  assertions,  by  consulting  the  chapter  in  which  the 
passage  is  found.  The  Revelator  was  speaking  of  the  coming  of 
Christ  during  that  generation,  (see  Alatt.  xxiv.  dl«)  to  judge  the 
wicked  Jewish  nation,  and  cast  them  aside  from  their  high  pes^ 
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tion  and  their  exalted  privileges,  as  the  chosen  people  of  God, 
into  that  state  of  condemnation  where  they  stiii  remain,  throne- 
out  the  world.  All  he  wasdesiroos  of  asserting,  in  the  connection 
nnder  consideration,  was  that  the  lime  of  this  great  event,  was  then 
nearly  arrived.  The  language  fully  sostains  this  assertion, — **  The 
Lord  pod  of  the  holy  prophets  sent  his  aneel  to  show  unto  his 
servants,  the  things  which  must  SHORTLY  be  done.  Behold  I 
come  QUICKLY.  Blessed  is  he  that  keepeth  the  sa3ring  of  the 
prophecy  of  this  book.  *  *  *  •  A.nd  he  saith  unto  me,  seal 
not  the  saying  of  this  book,  [wh^  ?]  for  the  TIME  16  AT  HAND. 
He  that  is  unjust,  let  him  be  unjust  still ;  and  he  which  is  filthy, 
let  him  be  filthy  still ;  and  he  that  is  righteous,  let  him  be  right- 
eous still :  and  he  that  is  holy,  let  him  be  holy  still.  And  behold, 
I  come  QUICKLY,  and  my  reward  is  with  me,  to  g^'ve  every  man 
according  as  his  works  shall  be.*^  The  time  when  the  important 
event  of  which  the  Revelator  was  speaking,  was  to  transpire, 
eighteen  hundred  years  ago,  **  was  near  at  hand  ! "-It  was  so  soon  to 
be,  that  there  would  be  no  room  for  general  change  of  char- 
acter among  Jews,  Samaritans,  or  Romans.  Those  who  were  *'an- 
just,"  when  the  prophecy  was  written,  would  be  still  unjust  when 
the  great  transaction  should  transpire  ;  and  those  wbo  were  then 
<*  holy,"  would  be  holy  still.  These  things  are  so  plainly  set  forth 
that  it  would  seem  a  child  could  not  mistake  them.  Yet  profound 
Doctors  of  Divinitv,  cooly  wrest  the  Revelator's  language  from  its 
Evident  intent,  and  quote  it  to  prove  that  in  the  future  world,  men 
become  **  incarnate  devils ! ! 

I  pass  to  my  fourth  Argument  in  the  Negative.  Endless  Punish- 
ment violates  all  natural  sense  of  Justice.  Every  man  has  some 
right  conception  of  the  natural  relation  between  merit  and  its  equi- 
table rewamt  and  vnckedness  and  its  just  punishment.  Let  those 
among  men  who  had  never  heard  the  idea  of  endless  punishment 
suggested,  be  asked  whether  the  sins  of  this  life  can  deserve,  on 
any  principles  of  equity,  a  punishment  that  shall  be  strictlv  end- 
less, and  tnere  would  not  one  answer  in  the  affirmative.  Such  a 
punishment  would  be  a  violation  of  that  sense  of  justice — that  in- 
stinctive balancing  of  crime  and  penalty — which  Deity  has  en- 
stamped  on  every  human  soul.  What  comparison  is  there  between 
the  deeds  of  seventy  years,  allowing  them  all  to  be  wicked,  and 
an  eternity  of  pain  ?  To  inflict  bodily  death  instantly,  is  believed 
to  be  a  great  punishment  But  suppose  one  of  the  most  wicked 
wretches  that  ever  polluted  the  earth,  should  be  chained  to  a  stake 
on  a  public  square,  in  some  great  city,  and  should  there  be  burned 
by  "  a  slow  nre  of  green  wood,"  as  Calvin  (who  belonged  to  the 
evangelical  school  of  my  friend,)  caused  the  great  and  g^  Serve- 
tus  to  be  burned  for  denying  the  Trinity.  Suppose,  moreover, 
some  fiendish  process  should  be  invented,  whereby  the  Ufe  of  the 
wretdi  could  be  prolonged  in  the  midst  of  the  flame,  for  an  hon- 
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drei  years.  And  suppose  all  the  people,  were  compelled  to  wit- 
ness this  safferiD^  every  day— to  behold  his  writhings*  and  listen 
to  his  screams,  his  lamentations,  his  piteous  begging  for  mercy. 
How  long  would  the^  remain  contented  spectators  (  How  long 
would  they  feel  that  it  was  right  and  just  for  the  culprit  thus  to 
be  in  torment  ?  An  hundred  years  ? — fifty  ? — ten  ?  I  am  convinced 
not  five  years  would  elapse  before  every  man — even  the  most  stren- 
uous believers  in  endless  woe — would  cry  out,  **  It  is  ENOUGH ! ! 
He  has  been  nunished  adequately  and  abundantly  for  his  crimes  !  ! 
Let  him  be  released  !  1"  What  is  an  hundred  years  to  a  million  ! 
What  is  a  million  to  an  eternity  of  such  torture  ?  And  yet  £lder 
Holmes  insists  that  for  the  sins  of  the  brief  period  of  earthlv  exis- 
tence, God  will  engulph  his  creatures  in  untold  angniish,  through 
ceaseless  eternity  ! !  Yea,  he  stands  here,  to  contend  in  your  very 
faces,  as  though  you  had  been  robbed  of  ever^  sense  of  justice 
and  propriety,  that  the  youth,  cut  off*  in  the  mormngof  life,  with  a 
few  sinlul  follies  unrepented  of,  will  be  cast  away  by  the  Creator 
to  welter  forever  and  forever,  in  agony  and  despair ! !  And  this 
be  unblushingly  calls  a  just  punishment!  !  Almighty  God  !  what 
a  thought ! !  What  a  proceeding  to  be  attributed  to  that  being  who 
has  revealed  himself  to  us  as  **  the  God  of  Love  ! !  !**  0  Father  in 
heaven  !  Flash  the  light  of  thy  Truth,  I  pray  thee,  on  minds  so 
darkened  as  to  charge  thee  with  thus  deaLng  with  thine  own  off- 
spring! ! 

How  did  the  idea  of  Eternal  Punishment  first  enter  the  mind  of 
man  ?  Not  by  the  exercise  of  cool  judgment,  in  determining  the 
amount  of  chastisement  the  guilty  should  receive  by  the  heinous- 
ness  of  crime.  But  men  in  the  midst  of  the  deepest  ijgnorance, 
and  under  the  influence  of  violent  passions,  swayea  by  inveterate 
hatred,  and  by  a  raging  spirit  of  revenge,  have  easily  argued  them- 
selves into  the  belief  that  their  detested  enemies,  their  religious 
opposers,  an  1  especially  that  stubborn  heretics,  ought  to  be  punish- 
ed forever.  When  the  idea  was  once  suggested,  and  incorporated 
into  religious  theories,  we  can  easily  perceive  how  it  has  been 
handed  down,  from  age  to  age.  Its  prolonged  perpetuity  is  readily 
accounted  for  in  the  single  fact,  that  it  has  ever  been  a  prevalent 
inculcation  of  the  advocates  of  endless  misery,  that  to  disbelieve, 
or  even  doubt  the  truth  of  that  sentiment,  would  plunge  the  doubter 
into  the  hottest  flames  of  hell,  provided  the  doctrine  proves  true  ! 
Let  my  brother  Holmes  or  any  other  partialist  divine,  tell  his  con- 
gregation plainly,  that  they  may  reject  the  doctrine  of  endles  pun- 
ishment, and  yet  be  saved,  even  if  it  should  finallv  prove  true,  and 
my  word  for  it,  nine-tenths  of  their  people  would 'instantly,  open- 
ly and  utterly  spurn  that  sentiment ! !  It  is  a  doctrine  repugnant  to 
the  heails  of  the  holiest  and  best  of  men,  and  they  will  not  sanc- 
tion it  a  moment  longer  than  thejr  can  be  made  to  fear  that  their 
infinite  happiness  depends  on  their  so  doing. 

M.y  fifth  Negative  Argument  is,  that  Endless  Punishment  vio- 
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lates  tbat  fandamental  Rule  in  Gdd*8  Government,  which  oniains 
that  men  shall  be  piinished  according  to  t/ieir  deeds.     *•  Thou  ren- 
derest  to  every  man  according^Xo  his  works  — (  Ps.  IxH.  12.)  God 
*'  will  render  to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds." — (Kom.ii.  6  ) 
"  Thea  shall  he  reward  every  man  according  \o  his  works." — (Malt . 
xvi.  27.)  Now  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Vunithraent  violates  this  rule, 
in  thai  it  consigns  all  the  wicked  of  every  age,  of  every  ^rade, 
those  guilty  of  every  different  degree  of  crime,  to  the  fame  kind  of 
Punishment — the  same  heli — the  same  eternity  of  woe ! !      It  tor- 
ments the  man  who  commits  but  len  sins,  as  much  as  it  does  the 
one  who  commits  ten  thousan  1 !     Together  it  plunges  them  into 
the  same  wretchedness— together  it  inflicts  its  agony  upon  thena 
during  the  same  ceaseless  eternity  !     It  punishes  the  young  sinner 
of  twenty  years  of  age,  who  had  but  just  fallen  into  the  slightest 
transgressions,  in  the  same  place,  and  for  the  same  length  of  time, 
as  the  hardened  wretch  of  three  score  and  ten,  who  has  trampled 
on  God's  law  through  life !  !     We  maintain  that  these  proceedings 
destroy  all  decrees  in  punishment,  and  trample  under  fool  every 
dictate  of  justice  and  equity  ! !     What  would  be  thought  of  the  in- 
telligence, the  wisdom,  the  sense  of  justice,  of  an  earthly  govern- 
ment, which  should  enact  a  law  inflicting  the  same  punishment  for 
every  grade  of  crime — who  should  commit  the  youth  who  should 
steal  a  pin,  to  the  same  perpetual  imprisonment  with  the  man  who 
has  ended  a  long  career  of  wickedness  by  dying  his  hands  in  the 
life-blood  of  a  fellow  being  ?     Should  we  not  declare  there  was  an 
absence  of  every  particle  of  consistency  and  equity  ?    Yet  this  is 
exactly  the  representation  which  Mr.  Holmes  makes  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  God*s  government.    And  he  actually  expects  you  will 
receive  it  as  truth  !  ! 

My  sixth  Negative  Argument  is.  that  Endless  Misery  destroys 
all  certainty  in  the  admin  stration  of  Rewards  and  Punishments. 
The  Scriptures  assert  that  God  *•  WILL  [not  mo^  sometimes.]  ren- 
der to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds." — (Rom..ii.  6.)  Here  is 
certainty.  Anl  it  is  certamty  and  not  severity,  thut  gives  pun- 
ishment efficiency.  The  doctrine  which  my  friend  advocates 
throws  the  greatest  uncertainty  around  both  the  rewards  and  punish- 
ments which  men  richly  deserve.  Here  is  an  individual  who  has 
lived  through  a  long  life  in  the  exercise  of  the  strictest  honesty, 
righteousness,  and  piety.  But  near  it»  close,  in  an  unexpected  mo- 
ment he  is  beset  by  sore  temptation,  falls  into  heinous  sin,  and  soon 
dies.  According  to  the  Elder's  doctrine,  he  sinks  immediately  to 
an  endless  hell !  If  this  is  true,  then  he  receives  no  reward  for 
all  his  good  deeds,  and  for  one  or  two  sinful  acts  is  tormented  for- 
ever !  Is  this  rendering  to  every  man  according  as  his  deeds  shall 
be?  Where  is  the  equity  of  such  a  Iransaction?  Another  man 
pursues  a  course  of  sm  throughout  life,  but  near  its  close,  he  re- 
pents and  becomes  a  professor  of  partiatist  religion.  He  dies,  and 
according  to  that  doctrine,  is  r«cecieved  into  heaven.    In  this  ia- 
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Btanee,  has  the  great  principle  of  God's  government  heen  carried 
into  execution  ?  Has  this  death- bed  repenting  sinner,  been  dealt 
with  according  to  his  moral  desert?  He  has  received  no  punish- 
ment for  his  h»ng  career  of  sin— or  accoraing  to  my  friend  oppo- 
site, his  punishment  has  been  so  light  he  does  not  know  that  be 
has  received  any — which  amounts  to  the  same  thing !  And  for  the 
simple  act  of  repenting  at  the  last  moment,  is  rewarded  with  an 
elernUy  of  bJis.s  !  Here  is  a  double  imperfection  which  the  Elder's 
system  attributes  to  God,  viz  :  uncertainty  in  the  administration  of 
rewards  and  ponishments,  and  the  rank  injustice  oi  refusing  to  com- 
pensate the  righteous,  and  neglecting  to  punish  the  wicked. 

The  case  can  be  stated  still  stronger.  According  to  the  system 
which  Elder  Holmes  support^in  this  discussion,  a  man  may  riotia 
blooi  and  carnage  all  his  days — may  send  scores  of  victims  sud- 
denly and  unprepared,  into  eternity.  But  wben  he  is  arrested,  and 
condemned  to  death  for  his  crimes,  he  repents  in  prison — ac- 
knowledges his  faith  in  all  the  points  of  evangelical  religion — re- 
ceives the  communion  at  the  hands  of  the  orthodox  clergymnn 
— and  swings  from  the  gallows  into  heaven,  to  shout  hallelujah 
forever !  in  the  very  midst  of  the  angels'of  God  ! ! !  And  wheie 
are  the  victims  whom  his  murderous  hand  deprived  of  life  ? — If 
this  doctrine  is  true,  they  have  descended  to  hell,  to  wail  with  de- 
mons forever  ?  This  is  called  juitice^  and  an  equitable  and  salutary 
administration  of  rewards  and  punishments. 

Let  none  imagine  1  have  overdrawn  this  picture.  Multitudes  of 
cases  might  be  cited  in  proof  of  its  truthfulness.  How  very  com- 
mon it  has  been  for  ages,  for  culprits  to  repent  in  prison,  and  pro- 
fess to  have  become  thoroughly  converted  previous  to  their  execu- 
tion. Hence,  uposi  orthodox  principles,  while  they  escape  all 
punishment  foi  their  wicked  deeds,  they  enter  upon  the  joys  of 
endless  beatitude  !  McCurry,  who  was  hung  for  murder  in  Balti- 
more, in  1843,  passed  through  a  process  of  repentence  in  his  cell. 
He  decUres  in  his  confession,  ''  that  it  was  the  murder  of  Roux, 
which  brought  about  hhtoul^s  xaluation,  and  that  had  he  not  com- 
mitted the  act,  he  never  would  have  been  saved ! !  !**  According 
to  this  murderer's  confession,  the  partidlist  plan  of  salvation  not 
only  enables  blood-stained  villains  to  escape  God's  punishment  by 
repentence  in  their  cells,  but  allows  the  most  heinous  crimes  to  be- 
come the  immediate  cause  of  their  eternal  happiness !  McCurry 
the  murderer  was  sent  to  heaven,  by  the  same  sanguinary  and  cruel 
act  that  con.^igned  Roux,  a  man  probably  much  less  sinful,  to  the 
tormsnts  of  an  endless  hell ! ! !  Such  are  the  consistencies  and  beau- 
ties of  modern  Evangelism ! !  How  can  a  well-balanced  mind 
countenance  a  system  which  leads  to  absurdities  so  abhorrent ! ! 

My  seventh  Negative  Argument,  is,  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment  represents  the  character  of  God,  in  a  light  most  re- 
pulsive to  ail  the  better  feelings  of  the  human  heart.  The  Scrip- 
ture9  dtticribe  the  Deity  as  a  being  of  wisdomt  hoUaess,  goodueM, 
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and  merc^ — as  posseting  every  adorable  perfection*  every  lovely 
characteristic,  that  man  can  approbate  and  admire — as  the  Father 
of  the  race,  cherishing  no  other  emotions  towards  his  creatures, 
than  infinite  good  will,  benevolence,  and  love !  But  the  doctrine 
my  friend  is  endeavoring  to  defend,  draws  a  dark  veil  over  all  these 
beautiful  characteristics  of  the  Most  High,  which  permits  them  to 
be  seen  but  dimly — it  degrades  the  Godhead  from  its  high  position 
of  moral  perfection,  to  a  state  even  below  the  standard  of  human 
goodness,  and  clothes  it  with  the  most  hateful  and  depraved  pas* 
sions  of  the  vilest  of  men !  With  a  stupidity  and  ignorance  which 
is  marvelous,  and  even  ridiculous,  it  makes  a  literS  application  of 
such  Scripture  phrases  as  "  wrath,"  ^nd  "  anger,"  when  spoken  in 
reference  to  God — declaring  him  to  be  infinitely  iffrathftuand  an^ 

S-y  with  his  own  offspring,  and  violating  in  his  proceedings  with 
em,  every  injunction  of  forbearance  and  forgiveness — every  pre- 
cept to  return  blessing  for  cursing,  and  good  for  evil — which  he 
has  called  upon  them  to  practice  in  their  intercourse  with  one 
another.  In  proof  of  these  declarations,  I  ask  your  attention  to 
the  descriptions  of  Jehovah,  which  have  been  given  by  some  of  the 
most  eminent  theolo^ans  of  the  Evangelical  school,  in  modem  days. 
Listen  to  the  character  of  the  Deity,  as  described  by  the  noted  or- 
thodox President  Edwards : —  • 

**  Thus  it  is  that  natural  men  are  held  in  the  hands  of  God,  over 
the  pit  of  hell.  They  have  deserved  the  fiery  pit,  and  are  already 
sentenced-to  it.  God  is  dreadfully  PROVOKED.  His  ANGER  is 
as  great  towards  them,  as  those  that  are  actually  suflfering  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  fierceness  of  his  wrath  in  hell  |  •  •  •  •  The 
devil  is  waiting  for  them.  Hell  is  gapping  for  them.  The  flames 
gather  and  flash  about  them,  and  would  fain  lay  hold  upon  them, 
md  swallow  them  up."  In  another  place,  addressing  the  natural 
nan,  [i.  e.  men  as  God  made  them,]  he  says :  '*  The  &>d  who  holds 
iTou  over  the  pit  of  hell,  much  as  one  hold?  a  spider,  or  some  loath- 
some  insect  over  the  fire,  ABHORS  you,  and  is  dreadfully  provoked. 
His  WRATH  towards  you,  burns  like  fire  I  He  looks  upon  you 
as  worthy  of  nothing  else,  but  to  be  cast  into  the  fire.  He  is  of 
purer  eyes  than  to  bear  to  have  you  in  his  sight.  You  are  ten 
thousand  times  as  abominable  in  his  eyes,  as  the  most  hateful 9Lnd 
venemous  serpent  is  in  ours !  !^' 

The  Rev.  Mr.  Patten,  another  orthodox  cleigyman,  of  Enfield, 
Mass.,  in  1771, described  God  as  follows: — *«ThereGod  will  pour 
out  the  full  vids  of  his  wrath  upon  you.  But  what  will  this  wrath 
be  ?  It  will  be  the  WRATH  of  Almighty  God  f  Such  wrath  as 
an  Omnipotent  Jehovah  is  ABLE  to  mffict  i  •  •  •  •  How 
will  you  tremble  when  that  meek  and  compassionate  Lamb  of  God^ 
whom  you  have  rejected,  shall  say  to  his  angels,  bring  hither  mine 
enemies,  and  SLAY  them  before  me." 

Strange  proceedings,  surely,  for  a  being  represented  under  the 
^are  of  a  Lamb  i  !    The  Lamb  of  God,  of  whom  the  Bible  speaks, 
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instracts  ut  all  to  hve  our  enemies — not  to  ^'thnf*  them !  Does 
he  violate  his  own  injanctions,  O  consistent  Orthodoxy  ?  Again 
hear  this  Rev.  Mr.  Patten,  speak  of  €rod  : — **  Is  not  the  Lord  say- 
ing to  you,  as  he  said  to  sinners  of  old,  I  will  IHEAD  you  in  my 
anger,  and  will  TRAMPLE  you  in  my  FURY,  and  your  blood 
shall  be  sprinkled  on  my  garments,  and  I  will  stain  all  my  raiment." 
That  is,  as  orthodoxy  interprets  it,  God  will  literally  stain  his 
garments  with  the  blood  of  his  own  ofispring  ! ! !  My  brother  op- 
posite, believes  in  a  malignant,  infernal  Devil,  full  of  every  thing 
natef  ul,  cruel,  malicious  ! !  I  have  a  question  to  ask  that  brother: 
Could  such  a  Devil  cherish  any  more  malignant,  revengeful  and 
savage  feelings  against  sinners,  in  his  black  heart,  and  act  in  a 
manner  more  diabolical  and  absolutely  fiend-like  towards  them, 
than  these  extracts  represent  God  as  feeling  and  acting  ?  Yet  the 
Bible  says,  «•  God  is  Love,"  and  declares  that  *♦  his  TENDER 
MERCIES  are  over  all  his  works !  !*'  Many  like  descriptions  of 
God  could  be  given  from  the  writings  of  leading  orthodox  divines, 
but  time  will  not  allow.  What  was  it  led  these  clergymen  to  give 
such  abhorrent  views  of  Grod,  and  so  libel  and  blaspheme  the  name 
of  their  Heavenly  Father  ?  It  was  their  belief  in  Endless  Misery ! 
With  an  honest  candor,  which  pats  to  shame  modern  preachers  of 
the  same  sentiment,  they  were  simply  describing  Jehovah  as  that 
doctrine  represents  him.  In  the  words  of  a  pungent  writer,  **The 
doctrine  of  Endless  Suffering,  represents  the  Sovereign  of  the  Uni- 
verse, as  a  Tyrant,  who  seeks  to  rule  his  subjects  through  their 
fears,  **  Serve  me,  or  I  will  BURN  vou,"  is  the  language  it  puts 
into  his  mouth.  *'  For  your  finite^oAences,  I  will  be  infinitely  an- 
gry, and  for  your  disobedience  of  a  moment,  I  will  punish  you  with 
the  pains  of  an  eternity."  Is  it  to  be  wondered  at,  that  such  a 
system  has  generated  so  much  driviling  superstition  ?  So  much 
morose  and  gloomy  fanaticism  ?  So  many  whining,  cringing,  ab- 
ject self-degrading  gychopkante,  who  lie  at  the  feet  of  Almighty 
Power,  professing  to  adore  its  every  act,  however  unintelligible 
the  object — for  the  contemptible  purpose  of  securing  themselves 
from  the  weight  of  its  apprehended  wrath  ! !" — {Rogers*  Pro.  and 
Con.)  Sabbath  after  Sabbath  is  the  character  of  our  heavenly 
Parent  even  now,  represented  from  orthodox  pulpits,  in  a  manner 
quite  similar  to  that  exhibited  in  the  extracts  I  have  read,  for  the 
purpose  ot  urging  men  of  religious  life,  through  the  sheer  influence 
of  base /far/  iUid  thus  presenting  God  in  a  light  every  way  re- 
pulsive, great  amazement  is  expressed,  and  ^reat  lamentation  is 
uttered,  that  men  will  not  /oveand  obey  their  Creator! — [Time 
ixpired. 
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When  I  closed  my  last  speech  I  was  upon  my  seventh  atFU* 
ment  in  proDf  of  the  affirmative  of  the  question  in  debate.  This 
argument  is  founded  on  the  mature  and  de$  gn  of  the  atonement 
by  Christ.  After  a  few  preliminary  remarks,  which  I  need  not 
repeat,  I  laid  down  the  following  proposition,  viz.  that  the  object 
of  Christ  in  coming  to  our  world,  was  to  make  an  atonement  for 
the  sins  of  men,  in  view  of  which  the  penalty  of  the  divine  law 
against  transgression  might  be  waived,  and  a  dispensation  of 
grace  and  pardon  granted  to  a  guilty  world.  In  support  of  this 
proposition,  I  otfer  the  annexed  considerations. 

1.  The  Sufferings  of  Christ.  That  Christ  suffered,  none  wiU 
dispute ;  and  the  fact  of  his  suffering,  can  only  be  accounted  for, 
by  supposing  he  made  a  vicarious  atonement.  He  did  not  safier 
for  his  own  sins,  for  he  was  in  no  sense  a  sinner ;  therefore  not 
the  subject  of  suffering  on  this  account.  Nor  was  he  necessarily 
liable  to  suffering  on  account  of  his  humanity.  His  human  con- 
stitution had  never  been  deranged— he  had  violated  no  law,  phys- 
ical, intellectual  or  moral,  and  hence,  was  obnoxious  to  no  penal- 
ty. It  is  equally  clear  that  his  sufferings  did  not  arise  necessa- 
rily out  of  his  work  of  benevolence,  if  we  exclude  the  idea  of 
expiation.  Nor  yet  was  he  so  in  the  power  of  his  enemies,  that 
his  suffering  an4  death  were  unavoidable.  AH  power  was  given 
mto  his  hands.  He  could  have  called  '^  twelve  legions  of  angels** 
0  his  assistance;  and  yet  he  yielded  to  suffering  and  death. 
Vhyl  Let  Mr.  Austin  explain  this  subject,  if  he  can,  upon  any 
»ther  supposition  than  that  he  suffered  and  died  voluntarilu,  to 
(lake  an  atonement  which  contemplated  the  sinner's  release  irom 
he  penalty  of  transgression.  He  suffered  the  penal  consequences 
if  sin,  as  the  sinners  substitute.  To  use  the  words  of  scripture, 
ne  was  "  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation,  through /ailA  in  hi^  bloody^'* 
that  God  *^  mi^ht  be  just,  and  the  ju&tilier  of  him  that  believeth 
in  Jesus."  *^  He  was  made  sin  for  us,  who  knew  no  sin,  that 
we  might  be  made  the  righteousness  of  God  in  him."  Still  fur- 
ther in  conformation  of  this^  the  scriptures  say  in  so  many  words, 
that  "  Christ  died  for  our  sins — he  died  for  us— he  was  delivered 
for  our  offences— he  was  made  sin  (a  sin  offering)  for  u^ — he  tas- 
ted death  for  every  man — he  bore  our  sins  in  ftis  own  body  on 
the  tree."  The  Greek  prepositions  anti  and  uper,  translated/or, 
signify,  in  the  room  and  stead  of  another,  and  for  the  benent  of 
others.  St.  Paul  illustrates  the  meaning  of  the  preposition,  {uper,) 
and  by  consequence,  the  sense  in  which  Christ  died  for  sinners, 
when  he  says,  ^*  scarcely  for  a  righteous  man  will  one  die,  yet 

Seradventure,  for  a  ^ood  man,  some  would  even  dare  to  die."     So 
[ing  David,  '*  would  to  God  I  had  died  for  thee,"  that  is,  in  t^ 
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2.  Still  farther.  He  is  flaid  to  bear  our  sins.  "  He  shall  bear 
their  iniquities."  Christ  was  "  once  offered  to  bear  the  sins  of 
many"— he  bore  our  sins  **  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree.*'  The 
Greek  verb  ^'•anenegkein,^'  translated  ^'' to  bear,''''  is  correctly  trans- 
lated— "  to  bear,  to  endure,''  or  support  what  properly  belongs  to 
others,  and  thus  confer  a  benefit.  So  Christ  confers  a  benefit  on 
sinners,  by  so  bearing  their  sins,  that  they  are  or  may  be  released 
from  their  sins  and  enjoy  salvation  through  his  name.  This  is  yet 
farther  evident  from  tne  propitiating  office  of  Christ.  To  propiti- 
ate is  to  appease,  to  atone^  to  turn  away  the  displeasure  and  se- 
cure the  favor  of  an  offended  person,  so  far  at  least  as  to  renew  in- 
tercourse between  them.  This  office  Christ  performs  for  us.  Hence 
the  following  lan^age — "  whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  jjropi- 
tiation  through fatlh  tn  his  bloods — (Rom.  iii.  25.)  ^*  And  he  is  the 
the  propitiation  for  our  sins." — (1  John  ii.  11.)  *'God  loved  us, 
and  sent  his  Son  to  be  the  propitiation  for  our  sins.'' — (1  John  iv. 
10.)  The  Greek  words  here  translated  propitiation  are  Uasmos  and 
ilasterion .  One  means  propitiatory  covering,  the  other  propitiatory 
sacrificey  and  both  are  derived  from  the  Greek  verb  ilasko,  employed 
by  Greek  writers  to  express  the  office  of  a  person  appointed  to  turn 
awajf  the  wrath  of  a  Deity.  The  doctrine  of  these  passli^es  is  that 
Christ  has  become  a  propitiating  sacrifice  in  behalf  of  sinners,  by 
which  he  secures  the  divine  favor  for  all  who  will  believe  on 
him,  and  provides  for  coverine  their  sins,  or  blotting  out  their 
transgressions.  Hence  Paul  to  the  Hebrews  says,  "Christ,  through 
the  eternal  Spirit,  offered  himself  without  spot  to  God,"  '•  to 
purge  your  conscience  from  dead  works,  to  serve  the  living  God. 
And  for  this  cause  he  is  the  Mediator  of  the  new  testament,  that 
}iy  means  of  death,  for  the  redemption  of  the  transgressions  that 
were  under  the  first  testament,  the/ which  are  called  might  re- 
ceive the  promise  of  eternal  inheritance." — (Heb.  ix.  14.)  Also 
Eph.  V.  2. — ''  Christ  loved  us  and  hath  given  himself,"  {uper  emon,) 
in  our  stead,  and  on  our  account,  **an  offering,  and  a  sacrifice  to 
GoJ,  for  a  sweet  smelling  savor."  Now^  as  Mr.  A.  is  fond  of 
quoting  Dr.  Clarke,  I  will  give  his  comment  on  this  passage. 
*•  Pro^phora,  an  offering,  thusia,  a  sacrifice,  a  sin  offering,  a  vic- 
tim for  sin ;  that  sacrificial  act  in  which  the  blood  of  an  animal 
was  poured  out  as  an  atonement  for  sin.  The  Apostle's  design 
was  to  represent  the  sufficiency  of  the  offering  made  by  Christ 
for  the  sin  of  the  world — Jesus  gave  himself  as  a  sacrifice  for  sin, 
without  which  we  could  never  approach  to  God,  and  without 
which  we  must  be  punished  with  everlasting  destruction  from 
the  presence  of  God  and  the  glory  of  his  power." 

3.  It  is  also  plain  from  scripture,  that  the  sufferings  and  death 
of  Christ  do  operate  to  deliver  the  sinner  from  sin  and  death. 
The  prophet  Isaiah,  53J  chapter,  says,  he  was  **  wounded  for  our 
tranSj^ressions" — *'  the  Lord  hath  laid  on  him  the  iniquity  of  us 
all" — "  by  his  stripes  we  are  healed."    Also,  John  iii.  16. — '  ~ 
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so  loved  the  world  that  he  gave  his  onl^  begotten  Son,  that  who- 
soever believeth  on  him  should  not  perish,  out  have  everlasting 
life."  "  As  Moses  lifted  up  the  serpent  in  the  wilderness,  even 
so  must  the  Son  of  man  be  lifted  up,  that  whosoever  believeth  on 
him  might  not  perish."  The  Greek  word  "apo/etot**  from  ^^apO' 
leny^^  here  rendered  to  perish^  signifies  to  be  totally  lost,  or  utterly 
ruined — undone.  Hence,  the  object  of  Christ's  advent  was  to  save 
men  from  being  totally  and  irretrievably  ruined — that  they  might 
not  perish,  but  nave  everlasting  life.  Hence,  says  Clarke,  "  those 
who  believe,  receive  a  double  benefit.  They  are  exempted  from 
eternal  perdition,  and  brought  to  eternal  glory." 

Again :  the  blood  and  death  of  Christ  are  said  to  be  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  our  salvation.     It  *^  behooved  Christ  to  siufer, 
that  repentance  and  remission  of  sins  might  be  preached  in  his 
name"— he  redeemed  us  by  his  "precious  bjood."     We  are  said 
to  justified  "  by  his  blood" — through  faith  in  his  blood — recon* 
ciled  to  God  by  the  death  of  his  Son,  and  so  on.     These  passa- 
ges connect  the  justification  and  salvation  of  the  soul,  directly 
with  the  suffering,  bloody  and  death  of  Christ  as  our  propitiating 
sacrirtce.     And  finally,  Christ  as  our  sacrifice  and  redeemer  is  the 
only  hope  of  the  sinner.     So  the  scriptures :   "  neither  is  there 
salvation  in  any  other" — "  there  is  none  other  name  given  under 
heaven" — "  I  am  the  way,  the  truth  and  the  life" — "  no  man  com- 
ith  unto  the  father  but  by  me" — "  when  we  were  without  strength, 
1  due  time  Christ  died  for  the  ungodly."     Thus  "  it  behooved 
Christ  to  suflTer."     The  word  translated  behooved^  is  from  "  rfeo," 
3  bind,  or  fetter.    The  idea  conveyed  is,  that  the  sufferings  and 
eath  of  Christ  were  the  onlv  means  of  salvation  to  the  guilty. 
The  door  of  hope  was  closecl,  until  unlocked  by  the  atonement, 
liad  Christ  not  died,  we  never  could  have  been  saved :  hence,  the 
penalty  of  the  law  is  eternal,  and  the  atonement  was  designed  to 
relieve  man-s  condition,  and  provide  a  way  of  salvation. 

4.  But  we  are  not  done  with  this  point  yet :  we  argue  the  eter- 
nity of  the  penalty,  and  the  sinner's  liability  to  endure  it,  from 
the  terms  redeem,  redemption,  ransom,  reconciliation,  as  used  in 
the  scriptures  in  regard  to  the  work  of  Christ  for  a  sinful  world. 
The  Greek  word  translated  ^^  redemption*^  and  ^^redeem,^*  is  from 
a  root  signifying  to  buy,  or  purchase ;  and  it  is  compounded  with 
ex,  out  of,  or  from,  making  the  signification  to  purchase  out  of, 
or  from  the  power  or  thraldom  of  another ;  hence  our  English 
words  redeem,  redemption. 

"  Redeem,"  says  Webster,  "  is  to  purchase  back — to  ransom — 
to  liberate,  or  rescue  from  bondage,  or  from  any  obligation  or  lia- 
bility— to  re-purchase  what  has  been  sold.  In  theology,  to  res- 
cue and  deliver  from  the  bondage  of  sin  and  its  penaltiei^  **  Re- 
demption— to  re-purchase  captured  goods  or  persons :  procuring 
the  deliverance  of  persons  or  things  irom  the  possession  or  power 
of  captors.    In  theology,  ransom  or  deliverance  of  nnaers  from 
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the  bondage  of  sin,  and  penalties  of  God^s  violated  la^^  by  the 
atonement  of  Christ."  In  the  correctness  of  these  definitions,  all 
standard  lexicons,  ancient  and  modem,  Latin,  Greek  and  English, 
agree  substantially.  Now  the  question  arises,  do  the  scriptures 
use  these  terms  in  this  sense  in  their  application  to  the  salvation 
of  men  by  Christ.     In  answer  to  this  question  we  remark. 

1.  The  condition  of  men  is  such  as  to  need  redemption.  They 
are  "  dead  in  trespasses  and  sins" — in  a  state  of  moral  ^^death*^ — 
"without  strength"— " without  God,  and  without  hope  in  the 
world" — "carnal,  sold  under  sin" — "lost*' — "led  captive  by  the 
devil  at  his  will" — "  under  the  curse  of  the  law,"  and  so  on. 

2.  The  scriptures  say  Christ  has  redeemed  us.  Gal.  iii.  13. — 
**  Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being  made 
a  curse  for  us."  Gal.  iv.  5. — "God  sent  forth  his  Son  to  redeem 
them  that  were  under  the  law."  You  will  recollect  that  to  re- 
deem is  to  buy  back  from  a  state  of  captivity,  by  the  payment  of 
some  price.  The  question  now  is,  what  price  did  he  pay  for  the 
redemption  of  the  world  ?  Answer :  he  gave  himself,  he  shed 
his  blood. 

3.  Hence  1  Peter  i.  18,  l9. — *Ye  were  not  redeemed  with  corrup- 
tible things,  as  silver  and  gold,  but  with  the  precious  blood  of 
Christ."  "  Who  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all,  to  be  testified  in 
due  season."— (1  Tim.  ii.  6.)  Lutron^  translated  ransom,  is  (he 
redemption  money  or  price  paid  down  for  the  release  of  captives. 
But  Peter  savs  we  are  redeemed  not  with  silver  or  gold,  but  with 
the  precious  blood  of  Christ,  Here,  then,  is  the  redemption  price. 
Christ  offered  himself  in  sacrifice  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  moral 
justice,  and  thus  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  being 
made  a  curse  for  us.  Moreover,  this  redemption,  procured  by  the 
death  and  blood  of  Christ,  is  denominated  an  eternal  redemption. 
— (Heb.  ix.  12. J  But  if  an  eternal  redemption— then  the  captiv- 
ity was  eternal  without  Christ — the  law — the  curse  of  the  law 
from  which  we  are  redeemed,  was  eternal,  in  its  nature,  and 
would  have  held  the  captives  eternally,  if  they  had  not  been  re- 
deemed. 

Also,  we  reach  the  same  conclusion  from  the  scripture  doctrine  of 
reconciliation.  Reconciliation  can  only  be  effected  where  parties 
are  at  variance :  hence,  says  Webster,  "  reconciliation  is  the  act 
of  reconciling parff«  at  variance ;"  and  with  this  definition  agrees 
the  Greek  text.  The  parties  are  God  and  man.  God  cannot 
look  upon  sin  with  the  least  degree  of  allowance — the  whole 
world  18  guilty  before  Grod,  and  in  the  heart  of  man  there  is  en- 
mity to  God — it  is  not  subject  to  his  law,  neither  indeed  can  be. 
These  parties  then  are  at  variance.  But  Christ  is  the  reconciler 
— "when  we  were  enemies,  we  were  reconciled  to  God  by  the 
death  of  his  Son." — (Rom.  v.  10.)  "God  hath  reconciled  us  to 
himself  b}r  Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  committed  to  us  the  word  of 
reconciliation."    But,  says  Universalism,  this  reconciliation  "  ta. 
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fen  wlmliy  to  man,  not  to  God."  There  is  but  one  psrtj  to  h% 
reconciled,  viz.  man.  God  has  always  been  reconciled  :  hence, 
there  is  no  other  reconciliation  than  the  removal  of  the  enmity  of 
the  human  heart.  But  this  is  a  great  mistake,  as  will  appear 
from  the  following  facts. 

1.  We  are  reconciled  to  God  b}r  the  death  of  his  Son,  who  has 
efected  this  object  by  '^  offering  himself  without  fpot  to  God,  as  a 
sweet  smelling  savor,  having  oDtained  eternal  redemption  for  ns.^' 
2.  We  were  reconciled  to  God  while  we  were  yet  enemies.  How 
we  can  be  reconciled  to  God  in  the  Universalist  sense,  and  yet  be 
enemies,  is  a  mystery.  3.  Though  Christ  has  accomplished  the 
work  of  reconciliation,  yet  the  sinner  is  unreconciled :  hence,  the 
ministry  of  reconciliation  was  committed  to  the  apostles,  who 
besought  men  in  Christ's  stead  to  be  reconciled  to  Gal. 

The  true  view  of  reconciliation  is,  that  the  death  of  Christ 
opened  the  way — made  it  possible  for  man  to  return  to  God, 
Hence,  says  Christ — "  I  am  the  way,  the  truth  and  the  life." 
Would  men  have  been  saved,  if  Christ  had  not  redeemed,  ran- 
somed, and  procured  reconciliation  ?  If  Mr.  Austin  answers  no, 
he  grants  my  argument,  and  acknowledges  the  eternal  sanctions 
of  God^s  law.  If  he  says  yes,  he  repudiates  Christ  and  his  gos- 
pel, as  necessary  to  the  final  stlvation  of  men,  and  relinquishes  a 
number  of  the  proofs  on  which  he  has  depended  most  in  this  dis- 
cussion. 

I  will  now  pay  my  formal  respects  to  the  gentleroan^s  third 
negative  argument,  wnich  asserts  endless  punishment  to  be  a  doc^ 
trine  of  heathenism.  In  reply  I  call  your  attention  to  the  follow- 
ing points. 

1.  It  is  not  true  that  the  idea  of  endless  punishment or/gimrf^i^ 
with  the  heathen.  There  is  no  proof  of  this,  beyond  what  there 
is  that  the  idea  of  endless  felicity  originated  in  heathen  corruption. 
Indeed,  there  is  as  much  proof  that  the  notion  of  future  punish- 
ment originated  in  heathenism,  as  that  the  eternity  of  its  duration 
originated  there.  And  I  positively  deny  the  existence  of  any 
proof  of  the  heathen  origin  of  either.  That  the  heathen  corrup- 
ted the  doctrine  of  future  punishment,  as  they  did  all  other  reli- 
gious truths,  is  clear  enough,  but  this  in  no  way  affects  the  origin 
or  truthfulness  of  the  doctrine.  This  corruption  of  relic[ious 
truths,  partly  through  ignorance  and  depravity,  and  partly  for 
sinister  purposes,  is  alluded  to  by  some  heathen  writers.  The 
declarations  found  in  the  writings  of  Cicero  and  others,  refer  on- 
ly to  the  corruption  of  acknowledged  truths;  or  if  they  mean  more, 
the  only  advantage  Mr.  Austin  can  gain  from  it  is,  in  bringing 
one  heathen  opinion  to  correct  another.  Cicero's  view  of  it  is 
but  a  heathen  notion  after  all,  and  my  friend  has  no  confidence 
in  the  judgment  of  heathen.  The  heathen  never  claimed  a  hu- 
man origin  for  any  of  their  religious  doctrines.  They  believed 
L  to  nave  been  communicated  to  their  fathers  by  the  gods. 
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If  berc  and  there  one  of  their  writers  has  ever  intimated  any  thing 
different  from  this,  it  is  because  they  were  skeptical  in  regard  to 
all  religion  ;  hence  are  entitled  to  no  more  confidence  when  they 
make  such  declarations,  than  Voltaire  or  Paine  is,  in  asserting 
the  Bible  to  have  originated  in  heathenism,  or  in  the  dark  ages ; 
or  than  Mr.  Austin  is,  in  making  his  thousand  and  one  assertions 
without  the  least  shadow  of  proof. 

2.  The  heathen  held  many  doctrines  that  are  true,  acknowU 
edged  true,  by  the  whole  Christian  world,  and  not  disputed  by 
Mr.  Austin.     In  connection  with  the  doctrine  of  future  and  end- 

.  less  punishment,  they  held  to  future  and  endless  felicity  for  the 
righteous.  They  also  believed  the  doctrine  of  the  soul's  immor- 
tality, and  made  it  the  ground  of  motives  to  the  practice  of  virtue. 
Will  Mr.  Austin  repudiate  these  acknowledged  and  interestinir 
truths,  because  they  receiv'ed  the  sanction  of  tne  heathen  world  f 
Is  it  because  the  heathen  belicTe  the  soul  immortal,  that  so  many 
Universalists  reject  this  doctrine  ]  and  that  some  of  their  oracles 
denounce  it  as  *^  heathen  chaff,''  and  have  turned  it  out  of  door  as 
a  **  heathen  intruder  1"  Again :  that  great  truth  which  lies  at 
the  foundation  of  all  religion,  the  existence  of  one  supeme  and 
infinite  God,  was  held  by  heathen,  and  made  the  basis  of  their 
religious  doctrines,  hopes  and  fears.  It  is  true,  the  doctrine  of 
the  divine  existence  was  greatly  corrupted  by  their  theory  of  sub- 
ordinate deities,  but  above  and  in  spite  of  all  this  confusion  and 
corruption,  the  true  idea  of  divine  supremacy  is  still  sure.  Will 
the  gentleman  deny  the  existence  of  Grod,  because  it  was  a  doc- 
trine of  heathenism  1  We  have  as  full  evidence  that  these  doc* 
trines  originated  in  heathenism,  as  we  have  of  the  heathen  origin 
of  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment ;  and  if  Mr.  Austin  rejects 
one,  to  be  consistent,  he  must  reject  the  whole,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  doctrines  of  heathenism. 

3.  Moreover,  some  of  the  peculiarities  of  the  gentleman's  the- 
ology were  believed  and  taught  by  heathen.  Such  is  the  notion 
that  sin  arises  out  of  our  physical  constitution  ;  an  idea  clearly 
traceable  to  the  heathen  supposition  of  a  perverse  principle  in 
matter,  which  at  the  time  of  creation,  the  omnipotence  of  God 
could  not  control.  The  doctrine  of  purgatorial  purification,  or 
preparation  for  heaven  by  means  of  punishment,  which  has  con- 
stituted the  burden  of  my  friend's  story  during  this  discussion, 
was  also  a  prominent  feature  in  the  Mythology  of  some  heathen 
writers.     Finally,  that  very  Universalism,  held  and  taught  by  Ori- 

fen,  and  subsequently  condemned  by  a  General  Council,  was  of 
eathen  derivation.  It  was  derived  from  the  Platonic  school,  accor- 
ding to  the  consistent  testimony  of  ecclesiastical  authors.  Now, 
let  the  gentleman  go  the  wh^le  figure;  and  make  a  clean  sweep. 
If  his  mode  of  reasoning  be  sound,  he  must  do  this,  or  incur  the 
charge  of  being  inconsistent  and  uncandid.  Let  him  reject  future 
tnd  endleM  f eiieity^^e  immortahty  of  the  soul--4he  existcnc* 
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of  a  Supreme  Being — the  physical  origin  of  sin — ^the  parifying 
influence  of  punishment — and  Origen,  and  his  Universalism. 
There  is  absolutely  no  choice,  between  giving  up  all  these,  and 
giving  up,  as  unsound  and  obviously  sophistical,  the  argument 
against  endless  punishment,  drawn  from  the  fact  that  it  has  the 
suflrage  of  heathen.  Which  of  these  conclusions  will  Mr.  Aus- 
tin take  1 

The  next  argument  urged  by  my  friend  against  endless  misery, 
is,  that  it  violates  all  natural  sense  of  justice.  What  the  gentle- 
man means  by  natural  sense  of  justice^  I  am  at  a  loss  to  Know, 
since  he  has  not  seen  fit  to  explain  or  define  this  language.  In 
the  absence  of  any  thin^  more  specific,  I  am  obliged  to  suppose 
he  intends  that  sense  ot  justice  which  is  natural  to  men-Ahat 
sense  of  justice  which  they  nalurcUly  and  generally  entertain  res- 
pecting the  divine  law  and  its  penalty^  If  this  be  the  meaning, 
(and  I  know  not  what  else  it  can  mean,)  I  argue  in  reply,  pro- 
viding it  were  true  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  con- 
trary to  the  natural  sense  of  justice  entertained  by  men,  this  would 
not  prove  the  doctrine  in  question  fabe,  since  man's  natural  sense 
of  religious  things,  arising  out  of  a  perverted  moral  nature,  is  often 
very  erroneous,  and  may  be  so  in  this  case.  Indeed,  St.  Paul 
says,  the  "  nalurcU  man  knoweth  not  the  thinp  of  the  Spirit,  nei- 
ther can  he  know  them,  because  they  are  spiritually  discerned.^' 
But  it  is  not  true  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  in 
violation  of  all  natural  sense  of  justice,  since  the  whole  world,  un- 

er  the  dictates  of  nature,  have  received  and  believed  this  doctrine. 

^ould  the  whole  world,  aided  only  by  the  light  and  promptings 
natural  religion,  be  likely  to  leceive  and  maintain  a  belief  lor 

any  thousand  years,  which  violates  all  natural  sense  of  justice  ! 

ere  is  another  strange  freak  in  the  gentleman's  logic — another 

cample  of  the  harmony  and  consistency  of  his  proofs.    He  has 

iready  argued  against  endless  punishment,  on  the  ground  that  it 
vdL8  a  doctrine  01  heathenism ;  that  is,  it  agrees  with  the  natural 
enie  of  justice  of  the  heathen  world,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be 
true ;  but  now  he  turns  a  square  corner  and  concludes  the  doc- 
trine must  be  false,  because  it  violates  all  natural  sense  of  justice. 
What  does  the  gentleman  mean  1  Has  he  forgotten  his  former 
arguments,  ar  does  he  suppose  we  have  not  sumcient  discernment 
to  see  that  these  proofs  directly  contradict  each  other  1  If  this 
is  not  blowing  hot  and  cold  on  the  same  subject,  it  is  certainly 
not  very  easy  to  say  what  is :  yet  such  are  the  straits  to  which 
Mr.  Austin  is  reduced,  in  order  to  make  out  his  list  of  negative 
arguments. 

Mr.  Austin's  fifth  negative  argument  is,  that  endless  punish- 
ment violates  thax fundamental  rule  of  God's  government,  requi* 
ring  every  man  to  be  punished  according  to  his  deeds.  The  princi* 
pie  in  this  argument  is  precisely  the  same  with  that  just  consid- 
ered, though  couched  in  difi*erent  language.    If  God  ponisbet 
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men  more  than  thej  deseirer  and  thus  di8re{:ards  that  fondamen- 
tal  rule  in  his  government  which  requires  him  to  punish  his  sub- 
jects according  to  their  deeds,  it  is  plain  it  amounts  to  the  same 
thing  with  violating  all  natural  sense  of  justice.  Thus,  by  adop- 
ting other  phraseology,  the  gentleman  lays  down  the  same  prin- 
ciple again,  and  calls  on  me  to  answer  it  the  second  time.  Well, 
as  the  point  is  by  no  means  exhausted,  but  may  be  answered  in 
different  ways,  I  will  accommodate  myself  to  the  gentleman^s 
great  propensity  to  multiply  what  he  is  pleased  to  call  arguments. 
It  **  violates  that  fundamental  rule  in  God's  government  which 
requires  him  to  punish  men  according  to  their  deeds.**  This  is 
a  very  specious  and  high-sounding  declaration  ;  but  after  all  the 
pomp  with  which  it  was  delivered,  it  amounts  to  just  nothing, 

1.  Because  it  is  mere  assumption.  The  gentleman  has  given  us 
no  data,  by  which  to  determine  the  correctness  of  this  alle^tion. 
He  has  furnished  us  with  no  standard  by  which  to  determine  the 
moral  turpitude  of  sin,  nor  has  he  attempted  to  fix  the  *' quantum 
sufficiV^  01  punishment,  adapted  to  the  different  grades  of  crime.  He 
himself  seems  in  doubt  at  times,  whether  the  sinner  will  be  pun- 
ished all  he  deserves  in  this  life,  or  whether  his  punishment  must 
run  over  into  eternity,  and  continue  there  an  indefinite  period. 
On  the  principles  of  universalism  as  taught  by  Winchester,  Mur- 
ray, Skinner,  and  others,  the  restoration  of  the  sinner  in  another 
world,  from  a  state  of  sin  and  punishment,  is  indefinitely  post- 
poned.  They  are  not  able  to  tell  when  it  will  occur.  But  if  they 
cannot  tell,  and  do  not  know  how  long  the  sinner  must  be  pun- 
ished in  the  future  state,  how  do  they  know  that  endless  punish- 
ment would  violate  any  fundamental  principle  of  God*s  govern- 
ment 1  How  does  Mr.  Austin  know,  and  now  are  we  to  know 
that  endless  punishment  violates  the  rule  which  distributes  to  ev- 
ry  man  according  to  his  deeds,  when  he  has  furnished  us  with 
no  standard  by  which  to  graduate  the  moral  turpitude  of  sin,  or 
the  amount  of  punishment  deserved  by  the  sinner  as  adapted  to 
the  different  degrees  of  guilt  and  crimei 

2.  This  argument,  based  on  a  supposed  violation  of  a  funda- 
mental rule  of  God>  government,  comes  directly  in  contact  with 
a  prominent  feature  oi  Universalism,  viz.  that  God's  government 
is  strictly  paternal ;  and  it  also  conflicts  with  the  theory  of  pun- 
ishment advocated  hy  the  gen'tleman-during  this  discussion,  until 
we  commenced  debating  the  third  question.  That  theory  is,  that 
God's  punishments  are  a/i^oys  inflicted  with  direct  reference  to  the 
reformation  of  offenders.  iSow,  if  God*s  government  be  strictly 
and  entirely  paternal,  and  if  he  never  inflicts  punishment  but  with 
a  view  to  the  reformation  of  the  sinner,  it  is  as  plain  as  daylight, 
that  the  fundamental  rule  of  (rod's  government  which  he  suppo- 
ses outraged  by  endless  punishment,  has  no  existence.  The  moral 
desert  of  the  transgressor  is  not  a  consideration  :  the  question  is 
not  what  the  sinner  deserves,  but,  what  is  necessary  to  reform  him  ; 
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and  by  this  rde^  (on  the  principles  of  Universalisni,)  God  deals 
out  his  punishment?,  and  by  no  other  rule.  Here  again  my  friend 
is  inconsistent  with  his  theory,  and  inconsistent  with  himself. 
His  argument,  therefore,  vanishes  away,  "  and  leaves  no  trar«  be- 
hind." Tt  is  really  worth  the  while  to  inquire  here,  how  many 
times  has  the  gentleman  changed  his  ground  during  thi<$  contro- 
versy 1  And  yet  we  shall  not  be  able  to  answer  the  question  in 
any  other  than  general  terms.  When  he  has  laid  down  his  prem- 
ise, constructed  his  argument,  and  deduced  his  conclusion,  he 
has  given  us  no  pledge  that  he  will  occupy  the  same  ground  in 
his  next  speech,  or  that  he  will  advocate  principles  which  can  by  ^ 
any  means  be  made  to  harmonize  with  what  he  has  already  aa- 
vanced.  He  has  refuted  nearly  every  one  of  his  own  arguments, 
by  presenting  forthwith  some  other  argument  directly  or  indirectly 
contradicting  it.  He  has  taken  so  many  and  various  positions, 
on  different  and  opposite  grounds,  in  relation  to  many  subjects 
which  have  come  up  between  us,  that  but  for  his  voice  and  ges- 
tures, and  general  "  mavitu  in  modo,**  I  should  scarcely  recognize 
him  as  the  same  opponent  with  which  I  commenced  this  debate. 
My  friend  has  often  reminded  me  of  an  intemperate  student  whose 
name  was  Ami.  Having  taken  a  little  too  much  of  the  "good 
creature,"  on  recovering  his  senses,  he  found  himself  in  the  ditch 
besmeared  with  mud.  After  surveying  himself  for  some  time  in 
vident  perplexity  at  his  singular  attitude,  he  broke  out  into  the 
allowing  soliloquy :  "  Am  I  Ami,  or  am  I  not  Ami  ?  If  I  am 
ot  Amij  who  am  1 1  but  if  I  am  Ami,  where  am  I  ?"  Indeed, 
should  suppose  it  would  be  really  difficult,  by  any  proof  fur- 
bished by  the  unity  and  harmony  of  his  theology,  for  the  gentle- 
man to  determine  who  he  is,  or  where  he  is :  and  but  for  those 
more  tangible  and  substantial  proofs  of  the  7  and  me,  developed 
by  philosophers,  it  would  seem  no  easy  task  for  him  to  maintain 
his  personal  identity.  But  in  the  third  place,  apart  from  all  this, 
it  is  not  true  that  endless  misery  in  case  of  the  finally  incorrigibte, 
violates  that  fundamental  rule  of  the  government  of  God  which 
awards  to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds.  So  far  from  this,  the 
system  which  embraces  this  doctrine,  is  the  onlusyxtem  which  «w- 
tains  the  rit/e  referred  to,  and  vindicates  the  character  of  God  in 
a  strict  and  impartial  application  of  it.  What  is  it  to  render  to  every 
man  according  to  his  deeds  ?  This  is  a  point  left  by  Mr.  Austin 
in  as  loose  and  indefinite  a  form,  as  the  turpitude  of  sin,  or  the 
*^ Quantum  sufficir  of  punishment.  And  yet,  unless  we  know 
wnat  the  rule  of  retribution  is,  it  is  worse  than  folly  to  attempt  a 
conclusion  respecting  the  justice  or  injustice  of  the  divine  goverti- 
ment. 

Our  view  of  this  subject 'is  as  follows :  1.  The  retributive  ad- 
ministration of  God  is  adapted  to  the  human  constitution,  inclu- 
ding  the  freedom  of  the  will,  or  the  power  of  moral  choice.  2.  It 
corresponds  with  the  degree  of  light  which  God  has  afforded  him 
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moral  subjects,  respecting  his  law  and  their  duty.  3.  The  mora] 
responsibility  of  man  is  giaduated  just  according  to  the  measure  of 
these  advantages  of  constitution,  freedom,  moral  light,  and  moral 
motives,  all  of  which  make  up  the  moral  ability  and  accountabil- 
ity of  the  creature.  All  God's  punishments  are  distributed  with 
strict  regard  to  these  facts,  without  which  there  could  be  no  ac- 
countability, and  no  retribution.  4.  Finally,  after  warniAgs  and 
penal  visitations,  together  with  gracious  calls  to  repentance  during 
a  life  of  probation,  to  render  to  every  man  according  to  his  works, 
^s  to  award  to  them  at  the  last  day,  the  day  of  final  judgment,  ac- 
cording  to  the  course  of  conduct  they  have  pursued,  and  the  moral 
character  they  have  formed.  Hence  St.  Faul  says,  God  "will 
render  to  every  man  according  to  his  works :  to  them  who  by 
patient  continuance  in  well-domg,  seek  for  glory,  honor  and  im- 
mortality, he  will  render  eternal  life:  but  to  those  who  are  con- 
tentious, and  do  not  obey  the  truth,  but  take  pleasure  in  unright- 
eousness, he  will  render  tribulation  and  anguish^  indignation  and 
tifrath  *****  in  the  day  when  God  shall  judge  the 
secrets  of  men  by  Jesus  Christ,  according  to  my  gospel."  From 
this  decision  there  is  absolutely  no  appeal. 

Mr.  Austin's  sixth  negative  argument  is,  that  endless  misery 
destroys  the  certainty  of  rewards  and  punishments  in  the  admin- 
istration of  God.  1^ his  is  verily  a  curious  notion,  and  as  foolish 
as  it  is  curious.  Have  we  not  just  quoted  from  Paul,  that  God 
"  fvill  render  to  every  man  according  to  his  works  ?"  Reward  to 
the  good,  and  punishment  to  those  who  are  perseveringly  and 
finally  wicked,  is  as  sure  and  certain,  as  that  there  is  a  God 
whose  law  and  government  are  extended  over  his  subjects.  And 
it  is  equally  certain,  that  both  the  good  and  bad  have  in  this  life 
the  prelude,  or  first  fruits,  of  what  will  belong  to  such  characters 
in  the  future  and  endless  world.  How,  then,  does  the  gentleman 
make  out  his  case  1  Why,  the  sinner  may  repent  and  secure  par^ 
don :  and  the  good  man  may  apostatize  &na  lose  his  reward :  hence 
he  concludes  there  is  an  uncertainty  in  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice. This  is  truly  wonderful ! ! !  Let  us  look  at  it  a  little  far- 
ther. What  is  it  that  is  uncertain  %  Is  it  uncertain  that  the  good 
will  be  saved,  and  the  wicked  punished  ?  No.  If  the  wicked 
man  repents  and  becomes  good,  he  will  be  treated  according  to 
the  new  character  he  has  acquired — according  to  what  he  w,  and 
not  according  to  what  he  has  been.  Is  there  any  thing  wrong 
here  ?  Is  there  any  uncertainty  here  1  Would  Mr.  Austin  have 
a  man  punished  as  a  sinner  after  he  has  become  a  Christian  ?  I 
think  not,  for  he  has  more  than  once  told  us  that  when  the  sin- 
ner repents,  he  ceases  to  be  punished,  and  this  is  all  I  contend  for. 
Again,  when  the  good  man  apostatizes,  and  becomes  a  wicked, 
depraved  man,  God  deals  with  him  as  a  wicked  man,  according 
to  what  he  i>,  and  not  according  to  what  he  has  been.  Is  there  any 
uncertainty  here  t  Not  at  all.   God's  administration  is  unchangr 
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ble  in  its  character,  and  certain  in  the  application  of  its  prlnctple?, 
let  man  change  as  he  will .  Does  Mr.  Austin  object  to  this  ?  "Would 
he  have  the  bad  man  rewarded  as  though  he  were  righteous  t 
Does  he  wish  the  results  of  vice  and  virtue  to  change  places, 
and  to  have  men  treated  according  to  what  they  have  been,  and 
and  not  according  to  what  they  are  ?  Let  him  not  contend  with 
me  on  this  point,  but  go  and  settle  it  with  inspiration.  Did  not 
Christ  say  to  the  thief  on  the  cross,  "  To-day  shalt  thou  be  with 
me  in  Paradise  ?"  Has  Mr.  Austin  any  objection  to  this  ?  Is  there 
any  uncertainty  here  ?  Does  not  EzeKiel  say — "  When  a  rights 
cous  man  turneth  away  from  his  righteousness,  and  committcth 
iniquity  and  dieth  in  them :  for  his  iniquity  that  he  hath  done  he 
shall  die  ?"  Again — "  when  the  wicked  man  turneth  away  from 
his  wickedness  that  he  hath  committed,  and  doeth  that  which  is 
lawful  and  right,  he  shall  save  his  soul  alive  1"  And  yet  Mr. 
Austin  says  these  principles,  for  which  I  cofftend  just  as  here  ex- 
pressed, create  uncertainty  in  the  distribution  of  rewards  and  pun- 
ishments, and  make  the  ways  of  God  unequal ! !  O  Universal- 
ism  !  **  are  not  the  ways  of  God  equal  1  are  not  your  ways  une- 
qual'?"—(Ezek.  xviii.  26,  27.) 

Mr.  Austin  says  I  repudiate  reason.  This  is  not  true.  T  repu- 
diate his  view  of  the  use  and  office  of  reason  in  matters  of  religion, 
as  outright  and  downright  Infidelity.  I  have  endeavored  to  res- 
cue reason  from  his  abuse  of  it,  and  give  it,  its  true  relation  to 
the  subject  of  revealed  religion.  To  make  human  reason  the 
test  by  which  to  try,  receive  or  reject,  all  doctrines  of  revelation, 
is  to  repudiate  revelation,  by  raising  the  dictates  of  human  reason 
to  an  equality  with,  if  not  to  make  them  superior  to,  the  voic€  of 
€rod.  This  is  what  Mr.  Austin  does,  and  is  what  is  done  by  all 
Infidels.  The  office  of  reason  in  relation  to  revealed  religion, 
may  be  stated  as  follows : 

1.  To  determine  whether  the  communication  claiming  to  be  a 
revelation  from  God,  is  attended  with,  and  confirmed  by,  those 
evidences  of  divine  interposition  which  are  necessary  to  authen- 
ticate a  revelation.  Besides  the  collateral  and  historical  proof, 
the  two  main  branches  of  testimony  are  miracles  and  prophecy. 
These  evidences  of  divine  authority  are  addressed  to  our  reason, 
and  reason  is  competent  to  consider  and  decide  the  claim  of  a  rev- 
elation as  based  upon  such  proofs.  And  reason  is  bound  to  inves- 
tigate the  evidences,  and  determine  the  question  of  divine  author- 
ship, on  the  strength  of  these  proofs,  in  a  fair  and  impartial  way, 
whether  the  particular  doctrines  contained  in  the  book  be  under- 
stood, comprehended,  or  not.  Having  become  satisfied  of  the 
divine  authority  of  the  revelation,  it  is  Inen  the  province  and  duty 
of  reason, 

2.  To  examine  with  humility  and  an  honest  desire  to  learn, 
what  God  communicates  to  us  m  his  blessed  book.  And  in  per- 
forming this  work,  the  same  rules  are  to  be  applied  as  in  the 
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interpretation  of  any  other  statement  or  record ;  for  as  our  only 
object  after  the  authenticity  of  the  revelation  is  established,  is  to 
diocoTer  the  sense,  or  ascertain  what  is  declared  to  us  by  6rod, 
our  reason  or  judgment  is  called  to  precisely  the  same  omce,  as 
when  the  meaning  of  any  other  document  is  in  question.  Such 
is  the  ojfiu,  and  this  the  limitation  of  reason,  in  determining  the 
claims  of  a  professed  revelation,  and  ascertaining  the  sense  and 
meaning  of  its  language.  To  carr^  reason  bevoira  this,  is  to  take 
it  out  of  its  proper  sphere,  and  assign  it  a  task  in  advance  of  its 
flbtual  powers.  And  this  very  thing  is  done  by  Mr.  Austin.  He 
makes  it  the  prerogative  of  reason  to  determine  beforehand  what 
kind  of  doctnnes  a  revelation  should  contain,  or  after  the  com- 
munication has  been  made^  to  judge  and  decide  whether  the  doc- 
trine involved  ought  to  be  reeeiv^  as  truth.  This  is  precisely 
the  ground  upon  which  all  Infidelity  rests,  and  on  whicn  all  In- 
fidew  assume  the  right  to  reject  the  claims  and  teachings  of  di« 
vine  revelation.  But,  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  human  reason 
is  the  tame  in  degree^  as  well  as  in  kind^  with  divine  reason  ;  that 
is,  commensurate  with  it  as  to  its  powers,  and  eaually  incapable 
of  errofy  the  argument  against  certain  doctrines  which  reason  pro- 
fesses not  to  understand,  and  because  they  are  not  comprehended, 
is  nerfectly  unsound.  **  Nothing  more  is  necessary  to  show  the 
fallacy  of  this  mode  of  arguing,  than  to  urge  the  indisputable 
truth  that  God  is  wiser  than  man,  and  has  endowed  man  with 
only  zvortion  of  that  faculty  which  he  himself,  and  none  other 
beside  nim,  possesses  in  abeolute perfecHon,^^ — {Van  MUdert.) 

Mr.  Austin  says  the  gpreat  characteristic  of  the  divine  mind,  is^ 
Ions.  That  love  is  a  (^reat  characteristic  of  the  divine  mind  I  have 
no  d<mbt,  but  that  it  is  the  greatest^  I  donH  believe.  All  the  attri- 
tates  of  the  mind  of  God  are  infinite;  hence,  no  one  is  greater 
than  another.  God's  holiness  is  as  prominent  as  his  love ;  and 
there  is  no  principle  in  the  love  of  God,  inconsistent  with  the  holi- 
ness of  his  character,  out  of  which  arises  his  infinite  justice.  Iliere 
is  as  much  energy  in  divine  holiness  and  justice,  as  in  love. 

My  friend  says  the  existence  of  a  personal  devil  is  a  heathen 
doctrine,  and  therefore,  on  the  principle  he  has  laid  down  in  re- 
card  to  heathenism,  he  is  bound  to  repudiate  the  idea.  Well,  if 
Be  is  intent  upon  reasoning  in  this  way,  let  him  carry  out  the 
aigument,  and  say,  the  existence  of  a  personal  and  Supreme  De- 
ity was  a  doctrine  of  heathenism,  therefore  the  idea  is  false,  and 
should  be  repudiated.  But  let  me  ask  here,  where  did  the  New 
Testament  get  the  idea  of  a  personal  devil  1  Where  did  Christ 
get  the  idea,  when  he  rebaked,  cast  them  out  of  the  possessed, 
and  allowed  them  to  ro  into  the  swine — as  also,  when  he  speaks 
of  the  place  of  punishment  *^  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  an- 
mIs  1"  Where  did  Paul  and  the  other  Apostles  get  the  idea  t  I 
Know  how  Universalists  dispose  of  this  subject  and  I  suppose 
tlie  gentknumi  if  beaajrt  any  thing  about  it,  must  adopt  the  sar- 
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loose,  skeptical,  and  ridiculous  method  of  interpretation ;  reeol* 
ring  the  whole  into  the  carnal  mind,  or  the  state  of  the  human 
heart.  In  this  way  they  make  Christ  to  have  possessed  a  Deril, 
since  the  scriptures  say  he  was  tempted  of  the  bevil.  Universa- 
liam  cares  not  how  much  the  character  of  Christ  is  defamed*  and 
his  name  blasphemed,  if  the  idea  of  a  personal  Devil  can  b# 
explained  away,  and  expunged  from  the  Bible.  Mr.  Austin  has 
often  repeated  the  passage,  *■'■  the  Loud  will  not  cast  off  for  ever." 
In  reply  I  have  quoted  the  language  of  David  to  his  son  Sok>* 
mon — ^^  if  thou  forsake  him  (God,)  he  will  cast  thee  off  for  ever.* 
This  language  shows  that  the  passa^  so  much  insisted  on  by  my 
opponent,  is  contingent.  Solomon  did  forsake  God,  and  be  cast 
him  off;  not  from  the  throne,  for  he  was  more  distinguish^  for 
\y  a  long  and  prosperous  reign  than  any  other  Jewish  Icing,  llie 
^  casting  off  referred  to  his  moral  state — the  loss  of  God^s  spiiitual 
favor. — iTime  expired. 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  FIFTH  RXPLT.] 

I  desire,  Br.  Moderators,  to  call  your  attention,  and  that  of  the 
audience,  to  the  admission  of  Elder  Holmes,  yesterday,  in  regaid 
to  depravity.  He  asserted'  emphatically,  and  unqualifiedly,  thai 
he  believes  in  TOTAL  DEPRAVITY.  Afterwards  he  endeavored 
to  modify  this  declaration,  by  interposing  a  metaphysical  dislijic* 
tion,  which  as  I  have  shown,  would  virtually  prove,  that  all  boiB 
before  the  atonement  was  made  by  Christ,  must  have  been  totallf 
d^aved.  For  whatever  he,  or  any  of  his  school,  urge  to  the  con- 
trary, it  is  absurd  in  the  highest  degree,  to  contend  tmit  the  atone- 
ment  of  Jesus  operated  backwards,  and  even  before  it  was  made, 
had  the  effect  to  remove  a  total  depravity,  which  woald  otherwise 
have  existed !  !  The  mere  assertion  of  such  a  paradox,  carries  ita 
own  refutation.  It  is  in  fact,  evident  from  his  own  lanrnBj^* 
Mr.  Holmes  actually  believes  that  all  who  lived  before  Christ, 
were  totally  depraved.  In  his  discussion  with  Rev.  Wm.  M.  Da 
Long,  he  makes  the  following  declarations : — **  1.  All  men  u«  by 
nature  totally  dkpravkd — sLpait  from  the  benefits  of  the  atooe* 
ment  of  Christ.  2.  In  consequence  of  the  benefits  of  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ,  who  is  the  true  light  that  ligbteth  every  man  thai 
coiQcth  into  the  world,'*  men  are  not  NOW  totally  depraved,  but 
enter  the  gospel  dispensation,  possess  a  gpracious  ability  to  rtpeni 
and  turn  to  God.  3.  Though  men  are  not  now,  totally  depraved, 
possessing  as  they  do,  the  unconditional  benefits  of  the  atonement, 
yet  they  are  still  depraved ;  and  if  their  depravity  is  not  desUoyed 
It  will  prove  their  ruin.**  Here  is  as  precious  a  specimen  of  a»- 
sumption,  as  can  well  be  found  in  the  same  compass. 

The  emphasis  the  Elder  throws  on  the  word  *'  now,"^ — *«mea  aie 
not  NOW  totally  depraved  under  the  gospel  dispensation** — leaves 
unavoidably  tlie  inference,  that  he  believes  they  were  totally  ih- 
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waved  bavokk  tlie  introdaction  of  the  gospel.  •  This  must  there- 
fore be  an  acknowledged  fact  in  his  theory.  He  asserts  that  since 
the  atonement  was  made,  men  are  not  totally  deprared.  Hence, 
the  infant  that  was  bom  one  minute  before  Christ  expired  on  the 
does,  must  have  been  totally  depraved,  while  another  infant  bom 
one  minute  after  the  death  of  Christ — say/w  minutes  subsequent 
to  the  fonner'-enters  the  world  relieved  from  the  mountain  load  of 
fotal  depravity.  This  conclusion  is  necessarily  consequent  on  my 
brother's  theory !  Yet,  is  there  a  man  or  even  a  ekifd  here,  who 
can  believe  an  absurdity  so  ridiculous  ?  I  insist  that  according  to 
Mr.  Holmes*  own  principles,  the  greater  part  of  mankind  are  still 
totally  depraved !  He  says  **  all  men  are  by  nature  totally  de- 
praved— apart  from  the  benefits  of  the  atonement  of  Christ."  Al- 
though in  the  next  sentence,  to  help  himself  out  of  his  predica- 
ment, he  calls  these  benefits  *<  unconditional,"  vet  it  is  well  known 
to  be  a  fundamental  principle  in  his  system  of  theology,  that  the 
benefits  of  Christ's  atonement,  are  wholly  conditional — that  unless 
the  creature  believes  in  the  atonement,  and  complies  with  all  the 
terms  of  salvation,  he  receives  no  possibly  benefit  from  that  atone- 
ment. This  is  precisely  the«|iosition  my  friend  has  occupied,  and 
for  which  he  has  earnestly  and  pertinaciously  contended,  during 
the  whole  of  this  discussion.  It  is  upon  the  principle  that  large 
classes  of  men  do  not  avail  themselves  of  the  benefits  of  Christ's 
lUonement,  that  he  insists  they  will  suffer  endless  woe.  Now,  as 
*•  apart  from  the  benefits  of  the  atonement**  all  men  are  totally 
I»CPBAVBD,  and  as  there  are  innumerable  multitudes  who  do  not  in 
this  life,  comply  wiUi  the  requisite  conditions  to  receive  ^*  the  ben- 
efits of  the  atonement  of  Christ,"  hence  upon  his  own  showing, 
much  the  larger  portion  of  mankind  even  under  the  gospel  dispen- 
flation,  have  been,  and  stUl  are  TOTALLY  DEPRAVED ! !  I  defy 
the  Elder  to  extricate  himself  from  this  conclusion.  Hence,  when 
he  spedES  of  man's  inherent  depravity,  or  ^  natural  depravi^,"  he 
means  really,  total  depravity  from  birth.     , 

My  friend  agreeing  so  far  with  the  Calvinists  as  to  adopt  virtu- 
ally their  doctrine  oftotal  depravity,  he  must  be  considered  with 
thin  an  advocate  of  INFANT  DAMNATION!!  This  follows 
necessarily  and  unavoidably.  He  believes  man's  depravity  is  in- 
herent— i.  e.  that  he  is  born  a  corrupt,  denraved  being  !  Infants 
possess  no  means  to  avail  themselves  of  *'  toe  benefits  of  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ," — ^they  possess  no  "  gracious  ability," — ^to  repent 
of  their  total  depravity,  or  of  their  "  naturaT  depravity  and  "  tarn 
to  €rod."  What  becomes  of  them,  when  taken  from  the  fond  em- 
brace of  loving  parents,  by  death  7  They  are  born  depraved,  they 
die  depraved.  Assuredly,  depraved  beings  cannot  enter  heaven. 
Moreover,  the  Elder  contends  there  is  no  change  after  death.  He 
has  set  himself  firmly  against  this  idea,  and  has  repeatedly  chal- 
lenged me  to  show  the  slightest  evidence  that  anything  can  be 
4ofte  to  secure  salvation,  after  passing  the  portals  of  the  grave. 
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Wliat,  tibeB»  becoraea  of  infants  ftfter  death  ?  As  eertaiii  as  the 
seDtimento  he  advocates  are  trae,  erery  infant  called  awmy  by  death, 
fallA  into  the  nether  depths  of  Eternal  I>amnatum // .'  This  is 
the  plain  and  positive  teaching  of  those  doctrines^  whether  CalviB- 
istic  or  Methodistic,  which  boastingly  and  impudenUy  claua  to  be 
exclusively  **  Evangelical !" 

Moreover,  according  to  those  enlightened  exponndera  of  man's 
nature,  when  Jesus  took  little  children  in  his  arms  and  blessed* 
them,  he  embraced  and  blessed  depraved  imps.  When  be  ec» 
claimed — **  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven,"— he  declared  thai 
the  kingdom  of  heaven  was  composed  of  depraved  bein^  And 
when  **  Jesns  called  a  little  child  unto  him,  and  set  bun  in  the 
midst  of  them,  [his  disciples,]  and  said,  Verily  I  say  unto  yoa»  ex- 
cept ye  be  converted,  and  become  as  little  children,  ye  shall  not 
enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven'* — ^we  must  understand  him  as  teach- 
ing that  men  must  become  **  depraved"  before  they  can  enter  the 
kingdom  of  hraven  ! !  It  is  impossible  to  avoid  these  concInaioDS 
on  the  principles  advocated  by  Elder  Holmes.  Parents,  I  most 
appeal  to  yo\i  once  more,  althongh  perhaps  my  friend  will  insist  I 
am  addressing  a  very  depraved  feeling  in  your  heart.  What  think 
you  of  this  evangelical  doctrine  of  DSPRAvnr,  whetiier  fete/  or 
natural  f  Can  he  reason  even  one  of  these  mothers  into  the  be- 
lief that  the  cherub  which  slumbers  so  calmly  and  sweetly  on  her 
breast — ^whose  bewitching  smile  and  innocent  prattle  appear  so 
harmless  and  innocent— is  a  corrupted  wretrh,  with  its  lime  heart 
surcharged  with  black  depravity  ?  Can  he  make  a  father  or  a 
mother  believe  that  the  children  whom  death  has  torn  from  their 
embrace,  have  gone  down  to  dwell  in  darkness  and  woe  forever  f 
I  tell  you  plainly,  parents,  yon  must  believe  all  this,  or  wholly  re- 
ject the  system  of  doctrine  my  opponent  is  seeking  to  Mtahli^  in 
this  debate ! ! 

Elder  Ifolmes  has  declared  he  believed  in  Total  Depravity,  and 
yet  he  has  labored  to  convince  the  audience  that  he  does  not  be- 
lieve that  odious  sentiment.  It  is  difficult  to  determine  wimt  bis 
real  views  are  upon  the  subject,  or  whether  he  has  anv  dear  and 
settled  opinion.  Indeed  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  what  nis  real  be- 
lief is,  in  regard  to  the  main  topic  of  our  debate.  He  dcdaied 
in  his  last  speech  on  the  second  question,  that  **  if  he  believed  Uai- 
versalism  he  would  not  vreaeh  it!  P*  This  has  the  merit  of  being 
very  plain  language.  He  means  he  would  not  preach  what  he  be^ 
lieved  to  be  the  TRUTR  The  inference  is,  that  he  woaM  delibe- 
rately and  wilfully  proclaim  what  he  knew  to  be  FALSE ! ! !  I 
have  not  a  doubt  there  are  many  clergymen  in  the  world  who  are 
influenced  far  more  by  the  dictates  of  selfish  policy,  than  the  high 
oonvictions  of  duty.  Only  let  error  be  popular,  fashionable  and 
wealthv — ^let  it  be  capable  of  bestowing  worldly  titles  and  honors 
upon  tnem — let  it  be  dubbed  "  Evangdical,*"  thonch  the  name  be 
a  perfect  mtfnofiMt^-aad  they  will  become  its  voci&rous  advocates 


y  Google 


ON  BNOLBS8  PUNISHMENT.  535 

though  in  so  doing,  they  should  trample  in  the  very  dust  beneath 
their  feet,  that  v/hich  they  believed  to  be  God's  holy  truth.  I 
know  not  how  others  may  estimate  such  principle?  of  action,  but 
for  myself,  I  utterly  detest  them  !  Whether  my  opponent  belongs 
to  this  class  of  preachers  or  not,  I  leave  the  world  to  determine  from 
his  own  words.  He  plainly  declares  that  he  would  not  preach  what 
he  believed  to  be  the  solemn  and  revealed  truth  of  God.  Though  he 
was  convinced  that  the  Bible  doctrine  is  true,  which  declares  the 
absolute  certainty  of  punishment  for  sin — that  *^  though  hand  joined 
in  hand,  the  wicked  shall  not  be  unpunished" — yet  ne  would  not 
proclaim  a  sentiment  so  salutary  ;  but  would  stubbornly  persevere 
m  his  present  course  of  virtually  encouraging  mea  into  sin,  by 
proclaiming  the  doctrine  that  they  can  indulge  in  every  vile  pro- 
pensity, in  every  wicked  habit,  and  still  escape  the  just  punish- 
ment of  their  crimes  by  repentance  before  death ' !  Yea,  he  un- 
blushingly  tells  us,  that  did  he  believe  God  would  so  arrange  his 
Providence,  so  administer  his  government,  so  exhibit  his  truth 
and  grace  through  the  gospel  oi  Christ,  as  to  bring  all  souls  to 
sincere  repentance,  obeaience  and  love — a  sentiment  admired  and 
loved  by  every  christian  soul,  by  every  pure  spirit  in  the  universe 
— he  would  absolutely  refuse  to  proclaim  it  to  men ! !  But  while 
believing  that  sublime  and  glorious  doctrine,  the  probability  is, 
he  would  still  continue  preaching  what  he  felt  in  his  heart  to  be 
the  abominable  FALSEHOOD  of  endless  wrath  and  woe ! !  After 
this  avowal,  I  shall  not  know  where  to  class  my  opponent.  He 
ma  If  be  a  believer  in  endless  punishment — but,  I  have  some  sus- 

Eicions  he  at  heart  believes  in  the  salvation  of  all  men.  I  know 
e  does  not  acknowledge  this;  but  he  has  told  us  he  would  not 
own  it,  if  it  were  true.  Perhaps  he  belongs  to  that  class,  of 
whom  the  orthodox  Professor  Stuart  speaks,  when  he  declares 
that  "  not  a  few"  of  Evangelical  clergymen,  are  in  SECRET,  be- 
lievers in  the  salvation  of  all  mankind/  It  may  be,  after  all,  that 
I  am  holding  this  discussion,  with  a  real,  confirmed,  Universal- 
ist  /  And  it  is  possible,  before  we  close,  my  friend  will  be  ready 
to  confess. the  fact  to  the  world.  On  due  repentance  of  his  sin 
of  concealment,  I  should  be  most  happy  to  receive  him  as  a  be- 
liever and  preacher  of  that  doctrine,  which  has  been  proclaimed 
**  by  all  God's  holy  prophets  since  the  world  began."  Were  I 
to  judge  the  Elder  by  his  heart,  I  should  have  strong  evidence  of 
the  justness  of  my  suspicions  that  he  is  already  a  Universalist. 
For  he  acknowledges  he  desires  the  salvation  of  all  men,  and 

ns  that  they  may  be  saved  !  But  alas !  should  I  judge  by  his 
his  logic,  by  his  manner  of  reasoning,  by  his  plain  contra- 
diction of  that  most  positive  of  all  declarations  in  the  Bible,  God 
"  will  have  all  men  to  be  saved  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
truth" — my  hopes  of  his  Universalism  would  vanish! 

Elder  Holmes'  seventh  Argument  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of 
Endless  Punishment,  is  drawn  from  the  Atonement.    We  have 
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onc«  gone  oyer  this  entire  ground.  Why  he  has  returned  to  it 
again,  it  would  be  difficult  to  decide,  unless  it  is  to  swell  the  nu- 
mtriad  array  of  his  arguments,  or  in  the  hopes  of  supplying  some 
of  the  deficiencies  of  his  former  positions  on  this  topic.  In  this 
ar^ment  I  can  perceive  nothing  new  of  any  great  importance. 
It  IS  but  a  repetition  of  his  former  positions  and  assertions,  which 
have  been  introduced  so  often  that  they  have  become  absolutely 
thread'bare.  I  have  already  shown  to  the  satisfaction  as  I  trust,  of 
the  enlightened  and  candid,  that  the  views  of  the  Atonement  held 
by  Elder  Holmes  and  partialists  generally,  are  unscri{>tnral  and 
inconsistent.  I  might,  therefore,  pass  by  this  argument  in  silence. 
But  lest  my  friend  should  complain  that  I  do  not  treat  his  labors 
respectfully,  I  will  notice  a  few  points  he  has  advanced  under 
this  head. 

He  insists  there  is  no  way  to  account  for  the  sufferings  of  Christ 
except  that  they  were  expiatory — i.  e.  in  the  place  of  others ! 
With  his  permission,  I  reply  that  there  is  a  very  easy  and  con- 
sistent way  of  accounting  for  the  Redeemer's  sufferings,  on  a 
principle  entirely  different.  Cannot  one  being  suffer  for  another, 
without  suffering  in  his  place,  as  a  substitute,  to  receive  the  pun- 
hhment  his  due  ?  This  question  grows  out  of  a  common  sense 
view  of  the  subject,  and  admits  of  but  one  answer.  The  world 
is  full  of  instances  going  to  show  that  men  often  suffer  for  each 
other^s  good,  on  principles  of  benevolence,  without  taking  each 
other's  place.  Dia  not  the  noble  Howard  endure  privation  and 
suffering  for  the  good  of  the  most  wicked  and  wretched  of  men, 
even  of  felons  and  murderers,  without  suffering  in  their  place,  or 
expiating  their  guilt  ?  Did  not  the  heroes  of  our  Revolution  suf- 
fer every  hardship  for  the  benefit  of  our  common  country,  with- 
out expiating  the  sins  of  their  fellow-citizens  ?  In  my  notice  of 
this  subject,  on  the  first  question,  I  gave  several  instances  where 
the  Apostles  spoke  of  suffering  for  each  other,  and  of  suflering 
for  Christ.  Were  their  sufferings  expiatory  ? — Did  they  suffer  in 
each  other's  place,  or  in  the  pla4e  or  stead  of  Christ  ?  I  also 
showed  that  tne  same  Greek  word  [uper]  which  was  used  in  the 
New  Testament  to  describe  the  sense  in  which  the  Apostles  suf- 
fered for  one  another,  was  used  to  denote  the  sense  in  which 
Christ  suffered  for  the  world.*  Here  is  sufficient  evidence  to 
satisfy  us  of  the  truth  of  the  following  conclusions.  1.  The 
atonement  effected  by  Christ  was  not  designed  to  save  men  from 
endless  punishment.  My  friend  has  not  shown  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  any,  that  men  deserve  such  a  punishment,  or  were  even 
expose  1  to  it.  Until  he  proves  this,  his  argument  from  the  atone- 
ment  rests  on  sheer  assumption.  2.  The  sufferings  of  Christ 
were  not  expiatory — they  were  not  to  screen  men  from  the  just 
punishment  of  their  sins.    It  is  the  undivided  testimony  of  the 
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tcnfitiiFes  that  tach  man  must  sufier  for  his  sms  ia  hit  own  pei^ 
eon.  3.  The  suflTeriDgs  of  Christ  were  in  the  hehoM'  of  mankind, 
and  not  in  their  $tead.  He  labored,  suffered,  died  for  us,  as  one 
friend  or  brother  should  sufier  for  another — for  our  benefit,  our 
spiritual  improvement,  our  permanent  happiness.  This  great 
fact  forms  the  most  beautiful  trait  in  the  character  of  Jesus. 
Having  thus  suffered  for  us,  he  could  with  much  propriety  exhort 
us  to  imitate  his  example,  and  be  willing  to  labor  and  sufbr  for 
OJie  another,  if  need  be. 

If  the  atonement  of  Christ  was  designed  to  save  men  from  just 
punishment  due  their  wickedness,  then  all  mankind  will  be  saved 
from  every  particle  of  punishment.  My  friend  will  acknowledge 
the  atonement  was  made  for  all.  Will  it  not  prove  efficacious  to 
the  entire  extent  for  which  it  was  designed  ?  Let  Elder  Holmes 
consult  the  Calvinistic  brethren  of.  his  own  Evangelical  school, 
and  they  will  inform  him  the  atonement  will  conter  its  benefits 
upon  every  soul  for  whom  it  was  originally  designed.  Th%j 
will  ridicule,  as  absurd  in  the  extreme,  the  idea  Uiat  any  for 
whom  Christ  died,  will  fail  of  participating  in  the  salvation  his 
death  was  designed  to  effect.  Now,  unite  this  tenet  of  the  Cal- 
Tinists,  with  the  position  of  the  Methodists,  that  Christ  tasted 
death  for  every  man — the  atonement  was  made  for  the  whole 
world — ^and  between  them  both,  they  prove  the  truth  on  this  sub- 
ject— the  salvation  of  all  mankind ! ! 

Mv  friend  has  favored  us  with  a  brief  criticism  on  the  Greek 
words  "ilasmos"  and  "ilasterion,"'  rendered  in  the  New  Testament 
**  propitiation."  He  says  they  were  used  by  the  Greeks  to  indi- 
cate one  who  turned  away  the  wrath  of  another.  Suppose  we 
allow  that  the  Greeks  used  these  words  in  such  a  sense,  are  we  to 
believe  the  scripture  writers  attached  the  same  meaninir  to  them  f 
Then  we  must  believe  "  the  God  of  love"  is  actually  filled  with 
wrath  towards  his  creatures,  and  anxious  to  pour  it  upon  them. 
But  at  the  same  time  while  overflowing  with  infinite  wrath  against 
man,  he  was  so  moved  by  love^  as  to  send  his  Son  to  endeavour 
to  "  turn  away "  his  own  wrath  from  its  wretched  objects ! ! 
This  is  another  of  the  beautiful  consistencies  of  orthodoxy !  Is 
it  not  more  consistent  to  suppose  St  Paul  rave  the  word  *'  ilas- 
terion,"  the  sense  attached  to  it  by  the  OQ  Tettament  writers, 
than  by  Greek  poets  1  In  the  •*  holiest  of  holies,"  of  the  ancient 
Jewish  sanctuary  and  temple,  the  **  Mercy  seat"  over  which  the 
cherubims  spread  their  wmgs,  was  called  the  *^  ilasterion."  At 
this  mercy  seat  God  promised  to  meet  the  Jewish  High  Priest,, 
and  commune  with  him  in  regard  to  the  interests  of  his  chosen 
people.— (See  Ex.  xxv.  17-22.)  In  the  New  Testament,  in  re- 
ference to  this  ancient  mercy  seat,  Jesus  is  figuratively  denomi- 
nated the  ilcftterion,  or  the  medium,  under  the  gospel  dispensation^ 
through  which  God  will  meet  and  commune  with  the  children  of 
men.  In  other  words  **  ilasterion,"  when  used  in  reference  to 
23» 
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Christ,  BO  far  from  signifying  that  he  turns  awa^  the  wrath  of 
God,  or  the  displeasure  of  6cra,  by  the  sacrifice  of  himself  in  the 
place  of  the  sinner,  means  simplv  and  only  that  he  is  the  medium 
through  which  God  will  confer  tne  blessings  of  the  gospel  on  naen, 
and  save  them  from  their  sins.  The  Apostle  says — "  Being  jus- 
tified freely  by  his  grace,  through  the  redemption  tbat  is  in  Christ 
Jesus :  Whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  lHasterumJ 
throug^h  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  for  the 
remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God.^' 
— Rom.  iii.  24-25.)  Thus  Jesus  Christ  is  represented  as  the 
medium  through  which  men  obtain  redemption  and  forgiveness 
of  sins.  "  If  any  man  sins,  we  have  an  advocate  with  the  Fath- 
er, Jesus  Christ  the  righteous.  And  he  is  the  propitiation  [t&tf- 
mos'\  for  our  sins ;  and  not  for  ours  only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of 
the  whole  worlds — (1  John  ii.  1,  2.)  Jesus  Christ  is  the  advocate^ 
the  medium^  through  whom  the  Apostles,  the  earl^  converts  and 
the  whole  world,  will  be  finally  saved  from  their  sins. 

The  views  advanced  by  Mr.  Holmes  in  regard  to  the  word 
"  Redemption,"  need  detain  me  but  a  few  moments.  He  infonna 
us  it  is  from  a  Greek  word  which  signifies  **  to  purchase.'^  The 
Elder  not  only  takes  his  meaning  of  the  word  '*  Redemption** 
from  Pagan  authority,  but  he  draws  the  theology  he  builds  upon 
it,  from  the  same  source.  The  heathen  believed  they  could  "  pur^ 
chase'^  the  favor  of  their  gods,  and  "  purchase "  release  from 
torments  they  were  ready  to  inflict  upon  them,  by  bloody  sacrifi- 
ces of  animals,  and  sometimes  of  human  victims.  My  opponent, 
together  with  all  his  partialist  brethren,  entertain  similar  jntMS 
and  abhorent  views  of  numan  redemption.  They  maintain  Christ 
**  purchased  "  man^s  redemption  from  the  wrath  of  God,  and  the 
claims  of  justice,  by  paying  the  price  of  his  own  blood .' !  !  They 
insist  the  sanguinary  contract  was  made  and  executed,  and  the 
blood  of  Christ  was  poured  out  as  the  price  of  the  release  of  man- 
kind from  punishment ! !  Abhorrent  as  this  view  is  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  holy  and  benevolent  Creator,  it  could  be  better 
tolerated,  did  those  who  advocate  it  legitimately  carry  out  and 
adopt  its  results.  But  they  most  inconsistently  contend  that  a 
great  part  of  those  whose  redemption  Jesus  bought  and  paid  for, 
at  a  price  so  dear,  will  not,  after  all,  be  redeemed  from  punish- 
ment, agreeably  to  the  original  stipulation .  H  Christ  has  actually 
**  purchased*^  the  redemption  of  all  men  from  the  claims  of  God^s 
justice,  and  in  good  faith  paid  the  bloody  compensation,  as  my 
opponent  maintains,  why,  in  reason^s  name,  are  not  all  released 
for  ever  from  punishment  ?  Why  is  it  insisted  that  unless  the 
creature  himself  •*  purchases"  his  salvation  over  again,  by  his 
own  deeds,  he  shall  be  sent  into  endless  torments  1  How  mon- 
strous— how  blasphemous — such  views  of  God's  proceedings. 

Whatever  the  ureeks  or  other  Pagans  may  believe  on  this  sub- 
ject— whatever  definition  dictionaries,  prepared  by  believers  in 
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partial  doctrines,  may  eive  to  disputed  words  in  theology,  I  value 
the  scripture  usage  of  its  own  language,  as  deserving  of  more 
weieht  than  all.  The  word  *•  redemjjtion,"  in  the  Bible,  has  pre- 
cisely the  same  meaning,  so  far  as  its  doctrine  is  concerned,  as 
"  salvation."  To  redeem  men,  is  simply  to  save  them.  And  re- 
demption, like  salvation,  is  not  from  punishment,  but  from  sin. 
A  few  passages  will  illustrate  the  correctness  of  this  position. 
"  He  shall  redeem  Israel  [from  punishment  ?  No — ]  from  all  his 
iniquities." — (Ps.  cxxx.  8.)  Christ  "gave  himself  for  us,  that  he 
might  redeem  us  [from  the  penalty,  the  punishment  of  sin  ?  No — ] 
from  all  iniquity,  and  purity  unto  himself  a  peculiar  people,  zeal- 
ous of  jeood  works." — (Titus  ii.  14.)  It  is  true,  St.  Paul  declares 
that  "Christ  hath  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of  the  law." — (Gal. 
iii.  IS.)  But  I  showed  on  the  first  question,  that  the  Apostle  in 
this  language,  evidently  meant  that  he  and  the  believing  Jews  of 
his  day,  had  been  saved  from  the  rites  and  ceremonies,  and  all 
the  burthens  of  the  old  Ceremonial  Law.* 

Elder  Holmes  has  quoted  John  iii.  16 — "For  God  so  loved  the 
world  that  he  gave  his  onlj  begotton  Son,  that  whosoever  believ- 
eth  in  him  should  not  perish,  but  have  everlasting  life."  Why 
did  he  not  proceed  and  give  us  the  next  verse  1 — "For  God  sent 
not  his  Son  into  the  world,  to  condemn  the  world,  but  that  the 
vforld  through  him  him,  might  be  saved,**  He  insists  that  the  word 
*'perish,"  in  the  16th  verse,"  means  to  be  utterly  lost !!"  Suppose 
I  should  allow  this,  it  would  not  help  my  opponent  in  the  least. 
For  the  succeeding  verse  which  I  have  quoted,  declares  positively 
that  Christ  came  to  save  the  world,  the  entire  race  of  man,  from 
the  condition  described  by  the  word  "perish,"  let  it  be  what  it 
may. 

But  the  word  "perish"  in  this  passage,  or  any  other  in  the 
Bible,  does  not  mean  to  be  utterly  lost.  The  scripture  usage  of 
the  word,  the  best  criterion  to  judge  of  its  import,  will  abundantly 
sustain  this  position — "There  Ls  a  just  man  that  perisheth  in  his 
righteousness." — (Eccl.  vii.  15.)  "The  righteous peris^^A  and  no 
man  layeth  it  to  heart." — (Isa.  Ivii.  1.)  Does  "perish"  in  either  of 
these  places,  signify  to  be  utterly  lost  1  Are  prophets  and  just 
and  righteous  men  for  ever  lost  ?  If  the  Elders  definition  oiverish 
is  correct,  it  must  be  so.  The  Greek  word  which  our  translators 
have  rendered  "perish,"  in  John  iii.  16,  is  Apdetai.  It  never  sig- 
nifies "utterlv  lost" — i.  e.  endlessly  miserable.  Apoletai,  Apolese, 
etc.,  are  in  the  New  Testament,  translated  "perish,"  "destroy," 
"lost,"  but  in  no  sense  conveying  the  idea  of  eternal  misery,  as 
will  be  seen  by  the  following  examples :  "The  thief  cometh  not, 
but  for  to  steal,  and  to  kill  and  to  destroy," — [apolese.] — (John  x. 
10.)  "They  say  unto  him.  He  [the  Master  of  the  vineyard]  will 
miserably  destroy  [apolesei]  those  wicked  men."— (Matt.  xxi.  41.) 
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Here  Jj)6Um  signifies  to  punish,  or  at  most  to  take  lifej  without 
any  reurence  to  a  future  world.  ^*  What  man  of  you,  having  a  hun- 
dred sheep,  if  he  lose  [apolesas]  one  of  them,  doth  not  leave  the 
ninety  and  nine  in  the  wilderness,  and  goeth  after  that  which  is 
lost,;^  [apololos]  until  he  find  it  1  *  *  *  *  And  when  he 
Cometh  home,  he  calleth  together  his  friends  and  neighbors,  say- 
ing unto  them,  Rejoice  with  me,  for  I  have  found  my  sheep  which 
was  lost,"  [apololos.] — (Luke  xv.  4-6.)  The  conclueion  of  the 
Parable  of  the  Prodigal  Son  reads  as  follows  :  *^  It  was  meet  that 
we  should  make  merry  and  be  glad,  for  this  thy  brother  was  dead, 
and  is  alive  again,  and  was  lost,  [apololos,]  and  is  found."' — (Luke 
XV.  32.)  These  examples  show  us  that  the  scripture  usage  of  the 
word  rendered  perish^  does  not  denote  an  **  utterly  lost"  or  end- 
lessly wretched  condition,  but  a  state  of  darkness,  bewilderment, 
unbelief  and  sin.  Neither  do  the  Lexicons,  with  all  the  preju- 
dices of  their  authors  in  favor  of  my  friend's  doctrine,  assert  mat 
these  original  words  signify  "  endless  woe."  The  most  they  as- 
sert is,  that  in  two  or  three  cases,  they  signify /ufur«  punishment 
— not  endless.  And  even  in  taking  this  ground,  it  is  evident  they 
were  governed  more  by  their  creeds,  than  the  scripture  usage  of 
those  words. 

Elder  Holmes  has  attempted  a  reply  to  my  fifth  Negative  Ar- 

Siment,  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Misery  is  of  heathen  origin. 
e  denies  this  fact,  but  gives  us  nothing  stronger  than  his  naked 
assertions,  to  support  this  denial.  In  my  argument  on  this  point, 
[  not  only  asserted  that  the  doctrine  under  consideration  was  of 
leathen  origin,  but  I  introduced  the  most  abundant  and  satisfac- 
ory  proof  ol  the  correctness  of  my  position.  I  showed  that  End- 
ess  Punishment  is  not  tauffht  in  the  Old  Testament — that  such  a 
(entiment  was  never  revealed  to  God's  ancient  people— and  gave 
you  the  language  of  several  eminent  orthodox  commentators, 
who  acknowledged  this  fact.  While  the  Jews  thus  had  no  be- 
lief in  eternal  woe — indeed,  while  all  their  holy  prophets  were 
proclaiming  the  doctrine  of  *^  the  restitution  of  all  things,"  (see 
Actsiii.  21,)  the  heathen  nations  all  around  them,  were  believera 
in  endless  suffering — showing  be3^ond  the  reach  of  a  reasonable 
doubt,  that  it  originated  in  their  midst.  I  gave  also  the  testimony 
of  the  most  learned  heathen  writers,  in  which  they  assert  in  so 
many  words,  that  **  Infernal  punishments,"  were  invented  by  their 
priests  and  legislators  to  keep  the  common  people  in  some  re-, 
straint.  Moreover,  I  gave  you  the  language  of  Bishop  Lowth,  in 
support  of  the  fact,  that  the  idea  of  torments  in  the  invisible  world, 
originated  in  the  custom  amone  the  ancients,  of  burying  the  bodies 
of  their  dead;  in  deep  and  darK  caverns  of  the  earth. 

How  does  my  friend  meet  this  array  of  te8timon3r  t  Does  he 
show  that  my  positions  are 'not  sound,  or  that  my  evidence  is  not 
to  the  point,  and  not  to  be  relied  upon  *?  Does  he  invalidate  any 
thing  I  have  said  on  this  subject,  or  overthrow  a  single  fact  I  have 
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asserted?  Not  at  all.  Biit  parrot-like,  he  re-echoes  and  returns 
my  words  by  saying  that  some  of  the  sentiments  of  Universal- 
ists  are  of  heathen  origin.  If  I  were  to  admit  this,  what  then  ? 
Would  it  show  that  endless  punishment  is  not  the  invention  of 
the  heathen  ?  My  friend  does  not  expect  this.  He  knows  that 
wherever  Universalism  may  hare  come  from,  does  not  alter  the 
well  established  fact,  that  eternal  wretchedness  is  a  dogma  of  pure 
pagan  origin.  The  only  expedient  the  perplexed  man  can  resort 
to — the  only  consolation  he  can  hope  for  in  his  sad  predicament 
— is  to  endeavor  to  drag  me  into  the  same  miry  pit  with  himself, 
and  bring  my  doctrine  down  to  the  same  low  heathen  origin  with 
his  own.  How  does  he  succeed  in  this  attempt '^  The  ract  that 
traces  of  a  doctrine  may  be  found  among  the  heathen,  is  not  of 
itself,  satisfactory  evidence,  that  it  is  a  heathen  sentiment.  We 
may  well  suppose  it  possible  that  now  and  then  one  can  be  found 
in  their  midst,  who  is  in  possession  of  some  rays  of  truth.  I  did 
not  rest  my  argument  that  endless  woe  is  a  heathen  doctrine,  on 
the  simple  circumstance  that  it  prevailed  generally  in  their  theolo- 
gy, but  1  depended  on  the  fact  which  I  proved,  that  it  originated 
with  the  heathen.  I  showed  the  way  in  which  the  idea  was  first 
suggested,  and  the  object  for  which  the  doctrine  was  first  invented 
and  palmed  upon  the  ignorant  Pagan  nations.  Does  my  friend 
^ve  any  evidence  that  the  doctrine  of  Universal  Salvation  was 
invented  by  the  heathen,  or  originated  with  them  ?  Not  the  slight- 
est. He  says  that  Universalism  agrees  with  heathenism  in  main- 
taining that  sin  arises  from  the  bodily  passions.  But  all  he  hopes 
to  build  on  this  assertion,  is  overturned  when  it  is  known  tnat 
the  theory  that  sin  originates  in  the  bodily  passions,  is  not  one 
peculiar  to  Universalism.  Some  Universalists  believe  it,  while 
others  reject  it.  In  all  ages  this  has  been  a  matter  of  discussion 
among  theologians  of  every  class  and  sect. 

That  among  the  profound  thinkers,  the  sages  and  philosophers 
of  the  ancients,  one  should  occasionally  be  found,  upon  whose 
mind  the  light  of  the  sublime  idea  of  a  final  state  of  univeisal 
harmony,  peace  and  happiness  had  dawned,  is  no  marvel.  Nei- 
ther can  il  militate  against  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  I  advocate. 
Indeed  it  could  not  well  be  otherwise,  than  that  the  more  wise 
and  enlightened  should  now  and  then  get  a  glimpse  of  this  glori- 
ous sentiment.  In  studying  the  great  book  of  Nature,  they  could 
not  avoid  obtaining  some  just  conceptions  of  Nature's  God.  How 
could  they  contemplate  the  heavenly  bodies,  the  sun,  the  moon 
and  stars,  the  vastness  and  gprandeur  of  the  universe,  and  the  per- 
fection with  which  the  great  mechanism  of  the  celestial  bodies  roll 
on  in  their  allotted  spheres,  from  age  to  age,  with  neither  variable- 
ness nor  the  shadow  of  tumine,  without  obtaining  some  well 
ponded  conceptions  of  the  Wisdom  and  the  Omnipotence  of  De- 
ity ?  How  could  they  mark  the  evidences  of  benevolence,  exhibi- 
ted in  the  light  of  the  sun,  the  falling  of  the  rains,  the  fraitf ulness 
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of  the  earth,  the  cbaoges  of  the  seaBone,  and  in  all  the  varied  pro- 
yisions  made  for  the  wants  of  man  and  beast,  without  becoming 
deeply  impressed  with  the  goodness  of  the  creating  Being  ?  That 
a  few  philosophical  minds  should  follow  the  teachings  of  these 
lessons  of  natare,  until  they  were  guided  into  the  belief  that  God^s 
love  is  infinite,  and  that  under  its  promptings  he  will  bring  all  his 
creatures  to  the  enjojrment  of  his  own  endless  bliss,  is  a  con/irma- 
tion,  rather  than  a  disproof  of  Universal  Salvation.  But  when  the 
heathen  so  to  work  and  invent  a  doctrine  to  keep  the  ignorant  in 
awe,  as  they  tell  us  they  did  future  torments,  the  evidence  that  it 
is  a  false  doctrine,  is  overwhelming ! 

Mr.  Holmes  speaks  of  the  condemnation  of  0rigen*8  Universal* 
ism  by  the  Fifth  Geneml  Council.  That  fact  is  f u  11  of  significance , 
in  connection  with  the  attendant  circumstances.  Many  of  Origen*s 
religious  and  philosophical  views,  were  disputed  in  his  own  day 
and  for  ages  after.  But  it  is  an  important  circumstance,  which  I 
have  alrc^y  noticed,  that  during  his  life,  and  for  several  hundred 
years  afterwards,  not  a  single  objection  was  made  to  his  UniveV' 
salism,  in  all  the  christian  church.  While  eager  to  condemn  every 
thing  he  advanced  which  they  deemed  erroneous,  not  a  word  was 
breathed  against  the  doctrine  he  so  often  advocated,  and  so  long 
dwelt  upon,  of  the£nal  restoration  and  salvation  of  all  mankind. 
I  defy  my  opponent  to  produce  a  line  or  a  word  against  Origen's 
Universalism  for  some  two  or  three  hundred  years  after  his  death, 
'•*»"a  any  christian  writer  of  those  ages.    This  shows  conclusively 

the  doctrine  of  the  eventual  holiness  and  happiness  of  all 
prevailed  generally  in  the  christian  church,  for  several  of 

rst  centuries  of  the  christian  era.    It  was  not  until  the  church 

become  corrupted  by  floods  of  heathen  error,  and  the  priest- 
had  fallen  into  vice  and  ignorance,  and  the  purity,  piety, 

/ledge  and  intelligence  of  the  early  christians  nad  departed, 

Universalism  was  at  last  condemned. 

1  noticing  my  fifth  negative  argument,  the  £lder  declares  that 
r  10  reward  man  according  to  his  deeds,  is  to  give  him  the  great  r«- 
sults  of  his  life.  Properly  understood,  this  is  correct.  God  is  con- 
tinually giving  men  the  results  of  their  conduct,  throughout  their 
days.  When  they  obey  him,  the  result  is  a  rich  reward,  bestowed 
at  once,  without  delaying  to  another  existence.  If  they  disobey,  the 
necessary  result  is  wretchedness,  from  which  no  escapee  is  allowed 
until  a  just  punishment  is  administered.  But  the  partialist  system 
violates  this  just  principle.  It  teaehes  that  all  the  results  of  man*s 
life  are  experienced  in  the  future  state  of  being— and  that  these  re- 
sults are  not  according  as  he  had  lived,  but  according  as  he  dies. 
Though  he  live  a  saint,  and  die  after  an  hour's  sin,  the  result  will 
be  endless  woe.  But  he  may  live  to  old  age  in  the  practice  of 
every  species  of  sin,  yet  if  he  repents  before  he  dies,  the  result 
will  be  an  eternity  of  felicity.    This  he  contends  is  rewarding 


y  Google 


ON  BNOLB80  PUNISHMBNT.  543 

men  according  to  their  deeds! — giring  them  the  resulte  of  their 
lives! 

My  opponent  inquires,  whether  a  good  man  who  apostatizes  be- 
fore deatn,  ought  to  be  rewarded  ?  I  reply,  he  had  ought  to  be  re- 
warded for  whatever  good  deeds  he  has  performed,  and  punished 
for  his  apostacy.  But  not  punished  forever — ^for  he  does  not  just- 
ly deserve  such  a  punishment !  He  inquires  also  whether,  if  the 
sinner  repents  before  he  dies,  his  punishment  ought  not  to  cease  ? 
The  sophistry  of  this  inquiry  is  seen,  in  a  fact  which  is  kept  out 
of  si^bt  in  the  question,  viz : — ^tfaat  according  to  partialism,  the  sin- 
ner IS  not  punished  at  allin  this  life.  Hence,  by  repentance  he 
escapes  dU  punishment — and  for  the  good  work  of  a  day,  he  re- 
ceives the  reward  of  an  eternity  of  happiness.  This  is  the  point 
where  his  system  violates  all  the  principle  of  equity.  As  to  the 
passage  of  scripture  which  the  Elder  quotes  from  Kom.  ii.  16,  it 
nas  not  the  sbghtest  allusion  to  a  day  of  judgment  in  another 
world.  Let  the  word  dispenscUion  be  substituted  for  day,  which 
is  the  true  meaning  of  the  Apostle,  and  the  actual  import  of  this 
long  abused  passage  is  easily  understood : — '*  In  the  day  [Greek 
— em«ron— era,  dispensation,]  when  Grod  shall  judge  the  secrets  of 
men  by  Jenns  Christ,  according  to  my  gospel.*'  There  could  not 
well  be  a  greater  perversion  of  scripture  than  the  Elder's  applica- 
tion of  this  passage. 

Mr.  Holmes  says  he  does  not  repudiate  reason.  I  take  issue 
on  this  point,  and  insist  he  has  virtusilly  repudiated  reason.  Has 
he  not  cast  every  indignity  on  reason.  Has  he  not  endeavored 
to  undermine  our  confidence  in  this,  our  highest  capacity, 
by  asserting  that  no  dependence  can  be  placed  upon  it? — 
that  it  leads  the  heathen  and  the  infidel  into  their  absurdities? 
— and  finally  declared,  in  so  many  words,  that  it  is  **  an  erring 
guide?"  In  his  article  in  the  Methodist  Review,  July,  1847,  he 
says — **  Besides  the  practice,  which  unfortunately  [i.  e.  unfortu- 
nately for  orthodoxy,]  is  too  prevalent,  of  subjecting  the  doctrines 
of  revelation  to  the  test  of  human  reason,  has  Jong  been  a  fruitful 
source  of  diversity  and  error  in  matters  of  religion."— <p.  414.) 
This  I  call  repudiating  reason  quite  effectually !  He  charges  me 
with  maintaining  that  it  is  the  province  of  reason  to  determine 
what  the  scriptures  ought  to  teach,  and  if  they  do  not  teach  as  I 
think  reason  demands,  I  throw  them  away.  I  deny  this  allega- 
tion— ^it  is  totally  unfounded,  length  and  breadth.  I  do  not  elevate 
reason  above  revelation,  nor  tiS^e  the  ground  that  man's  reason 
should  determine  what  the  scriptures  should  teach.  My  position 
is,  and  my  opponent  well  knows  it,  that  we  must  depend  upon 
our  reason  to  learn  what  the  scriptures  do  reveal.  Without  such 
an  exercise  of  reason,  the  Bible  would  be  no  more  a  revelation  to 
us,  than  to  the  cattle  of  the  field.  It  is  the  evangelical  party  who 
are  disposed  to  throw  away  the  scriptures,  if  they  find  they  do 
not  teach  their  sentiments.    A  member  of  an  *<  orthodox"  church 
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ia  this  place»  declared  to  a  friead  of.mina,  since  thts  debate  c(hii- 
mencei,  that  if  he  thought  the  scriptures  did  not  inculcate  the  doc- 
trine of  vicarious  atoacinent — i.  e.  if  it  did  not  teach  that  God  suf- 
fered his  innocent  Son  to  be  put  to  death,  that  men  might  be  al- 
lowed to  go  on  and  sin  to  their  fill,  anJ  escape  all  puiuahment 
— then  he  would  say,  "  Away  with  the  Bible ! !" 

My  friend  asserts  that  Universal ists  mike  Christ  to  be  a  devU, 
because  we  say  he  was  subjected  to  temptation. 

Mr.  HoLMBs. — I  think  I  said  possessed  with  the  devil— that  is« 
he  had  in  him  that  which  would  lead  him  to  tempbuion. 

Mr.  AusTiif. — I  understood  the  brother  to  say  that  we  made 
Christ  to  be  9.  devil      Well—**  possessed  with  the  devil."    This 
amounts  to  about  the  same  thing.     We  only  repeat  on  this  sub- 
ject, the  exact  language  of  the  Apostle— that  Jesus  "  was  in  all 
points  tempted  like  as  we  are,  yet  without  sin.*' — (Heb  iv.  15.)   For 
what  purpose  was  he  tempted  ? — **  For  in  that  he  himself  suffered, 
being  tempted,  he  is  able  to  succour  them  that  are  tempted." — 
(Heb.  ii.   18.)     We  do  not  believe  that  his  tem^itations  were  the 
workings  of  corrupt  pa-^sions  within  him.     They  were  the  outward 
allurements  of  worklly  fame,  power,  wealth  and  glory.     In  reply 
to  all  he  has  said  about  a  devil,  it  is  only  necessary  f(ft  me  to  re- 
mark, that  in  scripture  phra.seolo§y,  according  to  ancient  modes  of 
speech,  the  principle    of  Eoil,  is  personified  under  the  nainjc  of 
i  Devil  or  Satan.    This  single  fact  kept  in  view,  will  lead  to  an  easy 
I  consistent  understanding  of  both  of  these  words,  wherever 
y  occur  in  the  Bible.    I  would  like  to  ask  Elder  Holmes  if  he  he- 
^es  in  the  existence  of  a  semi-omnipotent  Devil,  as  an  actual  per- 
age  ?    If  he  does,  will  he  inform  us  how  it  is  he  has  escaped 
f  irom  hell,  and  is  wandering  \n  freedom  among  men  ^    Will  he  also 
inform  us  why  the  Almignty  allows  him  to  range  over  the  earth, 
and  allure  millions  of  Godrs  own  offspring  down  to  the  pit  of  end- 
less agony,  when   in  an  instant  he  could  chain  him  a  prisoner, 
where  he  could  do  no  more  mischief,  or  by  a  word  could  annihi- 
late him  forever ! ! !     I  request  my  opponent  to  give  me  distinct 
answers  to  these  inquiries. 

i  The  Elder  for  some  Strang  purpose,  most  singularly  cluu^s  m% 
with  maintaining  the  doctnne  of  **  purgatorial  purification.  He 
must  have  known  this  was  a  hose  fabrication,  when  he  uttered  it 
He  and  the  audience  are  perfectly  aware  I  repudiate  the  whole. 
FICTION  whether  of  purported  or  eternal  torments.  The  pub- 
lic have  sufficient  discrimmation,  if  my  opponent  has  not,  to  dis- 
tinguish betweeh  a  high  course  of  salutary,  elevating,  pnrifjring 
discipline  and  instruction,  and  a  gro^s  infliction  of  brutal  tortures! 
I  would  submit  to  the  audience  the  condition  of  a  man's  heart* 
and  the  nature  of  his  cause,  who  is  driven  to  indulge  in  sheer  mis- 
representation, instead  of  bringing  forth  sound  aij^ment !    He 
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insists  that  in  my  fifth  negative  alignment  I  riolate  the  principle 
for  which  I  have  neretofore  contended,  that  punishment  is  de- 
signed for  the  reformation  of  the  transgressor.  According  to  this 
theory,  he  maintains,  the  moral  desert  of  the  transgressor  is  not  a 
consideration — ^that  the  question  is,  not  what  the  sinner  deserves^ 
but  what  is  necessary  to  reform  him.  Is  it  possible  my  friend's 
perception  is  so  dull,  as  this  stupid  blunder  would  show  ?  Or  is 
nis  idea  that  punishment  is  simply  retaliation  and  revenue  so  fixed 
in  his  mind,  that  it  blinds  him  to  the  true  rule  of  its  inAiction  ? 
Moral  desert  15  a  consideration  in  that  punishment  inflicted  for  the 
reformation  of  the  offender.  The  amount  of  punishment  necess- 
ary to  induce  repentance  and  reformation,  is  precisely  the  amount 
he  deserves,  on  the  equitable  principle  of  moral  desert.  Hence  all 
the  straining  of  the  Elder  to  show  that  I  have  changed  my  posi- 
tion and  contradicted  myself,  and  the  silly  "  twaddle"  with  which 
he  indulges  in  regard  thereto,  serve  only  to  display  his  weakness, 
and  the  desperate  condition  of  his  cause.  Come  friend  !  step  up 
to  something  manly  and  dignified,  and  leave  to  children  these  low 
attempts  at  wit  and  ridicule  ! ! 

My  eighth  Negative  Arguuxent  is,  that  Endless  Punishment 
has  a  tendency  to  make  men  hard-hearted,  cruel,  revengeful  and 
blood-thirsty'!  I  do  not  by  any  means  assert  that  all  believers  in 
that  sentiment  possess  these  characteristics.  No  !  thanks  to  God ! 
he  has  made  the  hearts  of  most  of  those  who  receive  the  doctrine, 
to  be  idii  better  than  they  have  made  their  own  creed.  But  on  cer- 
tain classes  of  its  believers,  it  has  exerted  an  influence  of  the 
most  deleterious  nature — especially  in  those  days  when  it  was 
preached  more  openly  and  nakedly  than  now.  Let  me  give  some 
specimens  of  tne  influence  of  this  doctrine  in  hardening  the 
hearts  of  its  believers.  Tertullian,  a  Presbyter  of  Carlhage,  in 
Africa,  was  the  first  preacher  in  the  Christian  church  who  ever 
proclaimed  the  literal  endlessness  of  punishment.  This  was  in 
the  third  century.  See  what  eflect  the  doctrine  had  upon  him. 
In  speaking  of  his  heathen  neighbors,  he  says  : — "  How  shall  I 
admire^  how  laugh,  how  rejoice,  how  EXULT,  when  I  behold 
so  many  kings  worshipped  as  gods  in  heaven,  together  with  Jove 
himself,  groaning  in  the  lowest  abyss  of  darkness.  So  many  ma- 
gistrates who  persecuted  the  name  of  the  Lord,  liquefying  in 
fiercer  flames  than  they  ever  kindled  against  Christians  !  So  many 
sage  philosophers,  blushing  in  raging  fire,  with  their  scholars 
whom  they  persuaded  to  despise  God,  and  to  disbelieve  the  resur- 
rection. •  ♦  •  •  Then  shall  we  hear  the  tragedians  more 
tuneful  under  their  own  sufferings ;  then  shall  we  see  the  players 
far  more  sprightly  amid  the  flames ;  the  charioteer  all  red-hot  in 
his  burning  car;  and  the  wrestlers  hurled,  not  upon  the  accus- 
tomed lists,  but  upon  a  plain  of  fire." — {Terttdl.De  Spectactdist 
cap.  3.)  Was  this  a  diristian  disposition  ?  Was  it  not  rather 
the  exhibition  of  a  spirit,  savage,  revengeful,  and  cruel  ? 
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Hear  again.  Rev  Thcmias  Boston,  an  orthodox  dirine  of  a  past 

e,  in  his  work  entitled  "  Four-fold  State."  "  The  godly  wife 
shall  applaud  the  justice  of  the  judge,  in  the  condemnation  of  faer 
ungodly  husband.  The  godly  husband  shall  say  amen  !  to  the 
DAMNATION  of  her  who  lay  m  his  bosom !  The  godlj  parent 
shall  say  halielujah  f  at  the  passing  of  the  sentence  of  their  ungod- 
ly child.  And  the  godlv  child  shall,  from  his  heart,  approve  the 
damnation  of  his  wicked  parents,  who  begot  him,  and  the  mother 
who  bore  him."— (p.  336.) 

Thomas  Vincent,  a  Calvin istic  Clergyman  who  preached  in 
London,  in  the  17th  century,  indulges  lu  the  following  strain  : 
"  This  will  fill  them  with  astonishing  admiration^  and  wondering 
joy,  when  they  see  some  of  their  near  relatives  going  to  hell  ; 
their  fathers,  their  mothers,  their  children,  their  husbands,  their 
wives,  their  brethren,  their  sisters,  their  intimate  friends  and  com- 
panions, while  they  themselves  are  saved !  *  *  *  ♦  Those 
affections  which  they  now  have  to  relatives  out  of  Christ,  will 
CEASE  ;  and  they  will  not  have  the  least  trouble  to  see  them  sen^ 
tenced  to  hell,  and  thrust  into  the  firey  furnace."  If  the  affec- 
tions which  professing  Christians  now  cherish  towards  those  con- 
nected with  theni  by  the  dearest  lies,  will  cease  hereafter,  and 
they}  be  brought  to  view  with  indifference  the  endless  agonies 
of  those  they  now  love,  will  not  their  feelings  become  liarden^ 
ed  7  Will  they  not  have  exchanged  a  heart  oiflesh  for  a  heart  of 
stone? 

President  Edwards,  formerly  of  Princeton  College,  New  Jersey, 
who  stood  at  the  head  of  the  orthodox  ranks  in  the  last  century, 
makes  use  of  the  following  language :  **The  sight  of  belles  tor- 
ments will  EXALT  the  happiness  of  the  saints  forever.  It  will 
not  only  make  them  more  sensible  of  the  greatness  and  freeness 
of  the  grace  of  God  in  their  happiness,  but  it  will  really  make 
their  happiness  the  greater,  as  it  will  make  them  more  sensible 
of  their  own  happiness.  It  will  give  them  a  more  LIVELY  REL- 
ISH for  it.  It  will  make  them  prize  it  more."  Again  says  Presi- 
dent Edwards — "  When  they  shall  see  how  miserable  others  of 
their  fellow  creatures  are,  who  are  naturally  in  the  same  circum- 
stances with  themselves — when  they  shall  see  the  smoke  of  their 
torments,  and  the  raring  of  thejlames  of  their  burning,  and  hear 
their  dolorous  SHRIEKS  and  CRIES,  and  consider  that  they,  in 
the  mean  time,  are  in  the  most  blissful  state,  and  shall  surely  be 
in  it  to  all  eternity,  how  will  they  rejoice !" 

I  might  quote  many  pages  of  this  kind  of  sentiment.  But  this 
must  suffice.  Must  not  the  heart  be  brought  into  a  condition  har- 
der than  adamant,  to  feel  that  in  heaven,  they  can  find  added  hap- 
piness, a  higher  zest  for  enjoyment,  in  contemplating  the  damna* 
tion  of  the  dearest  objects  of  their  affections  *?  Parents,  husbands, 
wives,  children,  brothers,  sisters,  how  do  you  relish  the  prospect 
thus  held  oat  before  you  'i    How  do  you  luce  a  doctrine,  that  pre- 
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sents  such  mM/ununirfoT  yonr  acceptance  ?  Can  yon  approve  a 
Bentioient  whicQ  deelares  every  particle  of  love  between  you  is 
to  be  annihilated  ?  This  mast  be  a  correct  description  of  the 
feeUn^  of  the  saints  in  heaven,  if  the  doctrine  of  enoless  pnnish- 
ment  is  true.  And  how  hardening  ranst  be  the  efkets  of  such 
doctrines  on  those  who  really  believe  them,  and  enter  into  their 
spirit// 

This  is  the  way  that  the  doctrine  ouffht  to  be  preached,  if  it  is 
of  God.  These  were  bold,  honest  ana  faithful  preachers  of  it. 
Whv  should  it  not  be  so  proclaimed  now  ?  If  it  is  tme,  it  can- 
not be  preached  in  a  manner  too  pnng^ent !  Why  does  not  my 
friend  opposite,  and  those  clergymen  generally  who  profess  to 
believe  in  endless  wrath,  preach  it  now,  as  it  was  a  century  aro  ? 
The  reason  is  perfectlv  obvious.  It  is  because  thev  DARE  NOT ! 
The  public  heart  would  loathe  and  spurn  it  with  abhorrence,  were 
h  presented  at  this  day,  in  its  true,  genuine  colors.  The  partial- 
ist  clergy  perfectly  understand  this,  and  hence  attempt  to  con- 
ceal its  odiousness! 

Look  through  the  pages  of  Ecclesiastical  History,  yea,  and  of 
profane  history  too,  for  me  effects  of  this  doctrine  on  men's  hearts. 
You  will  find  that  all  that  has  been  done  to  disgrace  Christianity 
— every  thing  wicked,  corrupt,  malicious,  and  cruel,  which  has 
been  transacted  under  the  garb  of  religion,  has  been  done  by  be- 
lievers in  this  doctrine  of  endless  wrath !  Under  the  influence 
of  what  doctrine  did  professing  Chrislians  engage  in  fierce  perse- 
cutions—dye  their  hands  in  each  other's  blood,  simply  for  a  dif- 
ference in  religious  faith  1  Under  the  influence  of  what  doctrine 
did  professing  Christians  march  by  hundreds  of  thousands  to  the 
Holy  Land,  and  buteher  multitudes  of  Mahometans,  because  they 
did  not  believe  in  a  Christ,  of  whom  they  had  never  heard,  except 
in  mere  name  ?  Under  the  influence  of  what  doctrine  were  the 
fires  of  martyrdom  kindled  ?  Under  the  influence  of  what  doc- 
trine was  the  cruel  In<)uisition,  with  all  its  infernal  enginery  of 
torture,  reared  and  put  into  operation — crushing  the  bones  of  her- 
etics, and  tearing  them  limb  from  limb  ?  Under  the  influence  of 
what  doctrine  was  it,  that  innocent  men  and  women  were  hung 
for  witchcraft— Quakers  banished  and  put  to  death — and  Baptists 
whipped  ?  These  questions  admit  of  a  single  answer.  All  these 
enormities  were  committed  by  believers  in  eternal  woe.  It  was 
the  vengeance^  and  venom,  and  hate^  of  which  this  doctrine  is  the 
doubli'distilUd  concentration^  that  embittered  and  poisoned  the 
hearts  of  those  who  took  part  in  such  bloody  and  cruel  transac- 
tions. These  deeds  of  blackness  were  the  legitimate  fruit  of  the 
malign  influence  of  such  a  doctrine  on  ignorant  and  bigotted  men. 
Oh,  God !  oh,  Christ !  what  untold  abominations  has  this  senti- 
ment urged  men  to  commit,  in  the  name  of  thy'compassionate  and 
peaceful  religion ! ! 

My  Ninth  N^^tive  Argument  is,  that  Endless  Misery  destroys 
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the  Parental  character  of  God.  The  scriptures  represent  God  as 
a  Father— as  the  Father  of  all  men.  It  is  true,  they  also  speak 
of  him  as  a  Ruler,  a  King,  a  Judge ;  but  over  and  abore  thrae — 
high  above  them,  stands  his  relationship  as  a  Parent.  All  men 
are  connected  with  God,  in  the  same  manner  that  the  son  of  an 
earthly  monarch  is  with  his  father.  The  doctrine  of  Endless  Pun- 
ishment describes  the  Most  High  as  acting  in  a  manner  of  which 
the  most  depraved  earthly  parent  would  Mush  to  be  guilty.  It 
represents  him  as  deliberately,  and  voluntarily,  placing  his  chil- 
dren where  he  knew  they  would  be  exposed  to  perils  of  the  most 
terrible  description — yea,  where  he  saw  vast  multitudes  of  them 
would  stumble  into  endless  sin  and  agony ! !  Would  any  earthly 
father  do  thus  ?  It  represents  him  as  exposing  them  to  this  doom 
without  any  necessity^  or  any  call  for  it.  He  could  have  allowed 
them  to  remain  uncreated,  if  he  had  pleased.  It  would  have 
caused  no  evil,  no  injury,  no  harm  to  any,  had  he  permitted  them 
to  sleep  on  in  peaceful  non-entity  !  But  instead  of  such  a  poor 
privile^,  this  libellous  doctrine  represents  the  heavenly  Parent 
as  urgjing  them  into  being,  and  placing  them  all  on  the  dizzy 
precipice  of  eternal  wretchedness — plainly  seeing  and  fully  know- 
ing that  countless  millions  of  the  ignorant  and  deluded  creatures, 
would  plunge  off  into  the  black  gulf  of  never  ending  perdition! ! 
I  ask  again,  would  any  earthly  father  urge  his  children  into  such 
a  condition  %  It  represents  the  Heavenly  Father  as  enduring  the 
frailties  and  follies  of  his  erring  children  for  a  little  season,  and 
then  throwing  them  from  him  in  anger,  in  hate  and  revenge,  and 
turning  on  them  the  thunder-bolts  of  Omnipotent  wrath — crush- 
ing them  down  with  almighty  power,  and  wreaking  infinite  ven- 
geance upon  them! !  And  this,  not  during  a  moment,  or  a  da^, 
or  a  year  only,  but  throughout  eternity !  ?  It  declares  he  vnll 
hear  nis  ofispring  cry,  and  agonize,  and  lament,  and  call  upon 
him,  as  their  FcUher^  and  apj^al  to  his  love  and  pity  for  relief 
from  their  aeony ;  but  that  he  will  remain  perfectly  unmoved, 
without  one  feeling  of  compassion,  or  one  throo  of  mercy !  Yea, 
it  insists  he  will  hear  them  beg  for  an  opportunity  to  repent^  and 
become  obedient,  dutiful  and  loving  children ;  but,  horrible  to 
conceive,  he  will  not  grant  this  most  reasonable  and  consistent 
request ! !  No.  It  absolutely  says  he  will  not  even  allow  them 
the  wretched  favor  of  falling  into  annihilation^  but  will  compel 
them  to  live  forever,  that  he  may  forever  have  the  opportunity 
of  tormenting  them !  In  the  name  of  heaven,  I  ask  my  brother 
opposite,  if  it  is  not  time  to  hesitate  presenting  God  to  the  world  in 
such  a  blasphemous  light  I  I  ask  the  fathers  and  mothers  of  this 
audience,  if  an  earthly  parent  would  conduct  in  a  manner  so  ab- 
horrent '\  Does  not  this  doctrine  place  the  Heavenly  Father  even 
below  the  worst  parent  earth  ever  saw  ? 

Brother  Moderators!  The  very  vulture  which  delights  in  blood, 
will  exhibit,  tomferiieM  towards  her  young.    She  will  line  their 
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nest  with  the  softest  down — will  feed  them  by  day — cover  them 
with  her  wings  by  ni^ht,  and  watch  over  and  protect  them,  until 
they  are  able  to  provide  for  themselves  ?  In  mercy^s  name,  must 
the  Heavenly  Father  be  represented  as  exhibiting  LESS  tender- 
ness for  his  o£&prin^.  The  poet  Young  describes  the  enormity 
of  these  representations  of  the  Parent  of  the  world,  in  the  elo- 
quent and  forcible  language  he  puts  into  the  mouth  of  one  sup- 
posed to  be  lost : 

**  Father  of  M«reiesl  whjr  from  ulent  Earth, 
Did'st  thoti  awake  aad  eune  me  into  birth  f 
Tear  me  from  quiet — raviah  me  from  nifht  I 
And  make  a  thankless  present^of  thy  light  1 
Posh  into  being  a  revene  of  thee, 
And  animate  a  clod  with  misery  1 


And  this,  mj  help,  my  God,  at  thjf  decree  1 
Nature  is  chang'd  and  HeU  should  swallow  me. 
And  eantt  thou  then,  look  down  from  perfect  bliss. 
And  tee  me  plunging  in  the  dark  abyss  1 
CaUing  thee  FATHER,  in  a  see  of  fire  ) 
Or  pouring  blasphemies  at  7%  desire  1 
With  mortal's  anguish  wilt  thou  raise  Thy  name. 
And  by  my  jxm^  omnipotence  proclaim  1" 

[  Yotif^«  ""Ltut  Day,"  Book  in.] 
— [  Time  expired. 


[ME.  HOLMES'    SIXTH  SPXBCH.] 

The  language  the  gentleman  has  just  quoted  from  Young,  is  pat 
into  the  mouth  of  an  objector,  such  as  sKeptics  and  Univeisalists, 
who,  repudiating  the  voice  of  revelation,  claim  a  more  liberal  and 
enlightened  theology,  asserting  injustice  in  the  opera^on  of  the 
laws  of  the  moral  universe.  If  Jm.  Austin  had  also  quotea  the  repl^» 
he  would  have  shown,  what  he  evidently  wishes  to  avoid,  the  tri- 
umphant manner  in  which  the  great  poet  chastises  the  Infidel,  and 
refutes  his  railing  accusations  against  the  divine  government.  Tak^ 
the  following  as  a  specimen : — 

If,  then,  that  double  death  should  prore  thy  lot. 

Blame  not  the  bowels  of  the  Deity : 

Man  shall  be  blessed,  as  far  as  man  permits. 

Not  man  alone,  aU  rationale,  Hearen  arms 

With  an  illustrious,  but  tremendous  power. 

That  power  denied,  men,  angels,  were  no  more 

Butpasstve  enginea^  void  qfpraiae  or  bUtme, 

A  nature  rational,  implies  the  power 

Of  being  blessed  or  wretched,  as  we  please ; 

Else  idle  reason  would  have  naught  to  do: 

And  he  that  would  be  barred  capacity 
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Of  pain,  count  imapaeity  o/bHat. 

Ueavea  toiUi  oar  happioess,  oOotM  our  doom ; 

Invitet  us  ardently,  bat  not  compdt. 

Heaven  bat  persaades,  almighty  man  decree  ; 

Man  is  the  maker  of  immortal  fates. 

Man  falls  by  man,  iffinaOy  h*  fidls ; 

And  fall  ke  mnst,  iHio  learns  irom  daath  almuiy 

Tke  draadfol  8ecret»liiat  ke  Ut«s  Ibrerer. 

(Niflht  Saraath.) 

From  the  manner  in  which  the  gentleman  has  qaoted  Dr  Toun^. 
it  would  seem  to  be  his  desi^  to  convey  the  impression  that  this 
celebrated  author  was  a  Universalist.  And  here  (  am  reminded 
again  of  the  list  of  Unirersalists,  or  distinguished  men,  claimed  as 
Unhrersalists  paraded  before  us  a  day  or  two  since ;  and  perhaps  I 
shall  not  hare  a  better  time  than  this,  to  remark  somewhat  more 
respecting  it.  I  have  asked  him  where  he  got  that  list,  but  have 
received  no  satisfactory  reply. 

Ma.  Austin. — I  hare  said  I  obtained  it  from  the  Ancient  His- 
tory of  Unirersalism,  and  various  other  sources. 

Ma.  HoLMGS. — ^Yes,  *<  and  various  other  souress,**  one  of  which 
is  the  **  Universalist  Almanac,*'  from  which,  I  find  by  examina- 
tion, the  gentleman  has  drawn  many  thinrs,  asserted  so  confidently 
in  this  discussion,  but  resting  upon  no  foundation.  That  a  very 
few  of  the  individuals  named,  supposed  future  punishment  vioiud 
terminate,  is  probably  true,  but  as  to  the  great  ma|0rity,  they  were 
not  Universalists  in  any  sense,  and  it  is  an  injurious,  not  to  say 
willful  slander  upon  their  reputation,  to  name  them  in  such  con- 
nection. 

^  Mr.  Austin  has  claimed  Watts  as  a  Universalist,  and  yet,  in  his 
great  zeal  to  represent  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  endless  panish- 
ment  in  as  revolting  a  b'j(ht  as  possible,  he  has  found  it  convenient 
to  quote  a  passage  on  that  subject  from  Dr.  Watts.  This  is  very 
consistent.^  But  Watts'  writings  on  religious  and  other  subjects, 
are  too  well  known  to  the  world,  to  admit  of  his  being  passed  off 
as  a  Uni  versalist,  unless  it  be  among  those  who  are  too  ignorant 
to  know  by  their  own  reading  that  such  a  .man  ever  lived.  His 
celebrated  hymn  commencing  with, 

M  Broad  is  the  road  that  leads  to  death, 
And  tkoaaaads  wttlk  togetber  thara,*' 

is  itself  sufficient  to  vindicate  him  from  the  suspicion  of  Universal- 
ism.  Not  long  since,  and  not  far  from  this  place,  a  certain  Univer* 
salist  preacher,  discoursing  on  the  **si|;nsof  the  times,"  quoted 
the  first  verse  of  this  hymn,  probablv  without  knowing  who  was 
its  author.  Hethought,  however,  tfae  idea  conveyed  was  a  great 
absurdity — adding,  it  ought  to  read  thus : — 

Broad  is  the  road  thal^  leads  t«  lifk, 
▲od  thonwwds  wftlk  Ufatkar  lk«r«, 
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"WhJU  Partkditta  tbow  a  way  to  h«U 
'  Without  a  Bingle  trateUtr, 

It  is  likely  tbe  gentleman  did  not  know  he  was  trifling  with  al- 
most the  literal  words  of  Jesus  Christ  Doddridge  is  dso  claimed 
as  a  Universalist,  at  which  I  am  astonished  bevond  measure — not 
that  there  should  be  a  desire  to  connect  the  influence  of  such  men 
with  universalist  dogmas,  but  that  any  intelligent  man  should  have 
the  effrontery  to  ma^e  such  a  declaration  in  public.  Since  the 
gentleman  delivered  himself  on  this  point,  I  have  taken  some  nains 
to  look  in  to  the  writings  of  Doddridge,  and  if  erer  a  man  shook  the 
sinner  over  the  fires  of  an  endless  hell,  that  man  was  Dr.  Dod- 
dridge. As  a  moderate  specimen  of  the  language  he  holds  on  this 
subject,  take  the  following.  Addressing  himself  to  the  impenitent, 
he  says — *'  Thousands  are  no  doubt,  cUready  in  hell^  whose  guilt 
never  equalled  thine ;  and  it  is  astonishing  that  God  hath  spared 
thee  to  read  this  representation  of  thy  case,  or  to  make  any  pause 
upon  it.  0  waste  not  so  precious  a  moment,  but  enter  attentively, 
and  as  humbly  as  thou  canst,  into  those  reflections  which  suit  a 
case  so  lamentable  and  so  terrible  ai<  thine."    Again,  in  another 

Elace — *'  Thine,  sinner,  is  *  everlasting  fire.'  It  is  that  which  car 
ord  hath  in  such  awful  terms  described  as  prevailing  there, 
*  where  the  worm  dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is  not  quenched ;'  and 
a^in,  in  wonderful  compassion,  a  third  time — *  when  th^  worm 
dieih  not,  and  the  fire  is  not  quenched' — (Mark  ix.  44-^6-48.) 
Nor  was  it  originally  prepared,  or  principally  introduced  for  you  : 
it  was  *  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels.'  For  those' first  grand 
rebels  who  were,  immediately  on  their  fall,  doomed  to  it :  and 
since  you  have  taken  part  with  them  in  their  apostacy,  you  must 
sink  with  them  into  that  flaming  ruin,  and  sink  so  much  the  deeper , 
as  you  have  despised  the  Savior,  who  was  never  oiiered  to  them. 
These  must  be  vour  companions  and  your  tormentors,  with  whom 
you  must  dttfell  forever J^-^iDoddridge^s  Rise  and  Progress.)  Is 
this  the  language  of  a  Universalist  ? 

Mr.  Austin  also  alledges.  that  Dr.  Rush  was  a  Universalist, 
of  which  there  is  not  a  particle  of  proof;  and  thou^  I  have  no 
pubLshed  documents  at  hand,  from  which  to  draw  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  vet,  from  his  general  reputation  as  an  orthodox  man,  and 
from  the  fact  that  he  was  a  great  admirer  of  the  theological  wri' 
tings  of  the  celebrated  John  De  La  Fletcher,  a  sound  and  abl< 
Methodist  divine,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  the  allega* 
tion  wholly  gratuitous.  • 

The  gentleman's  catalogue  also  embraces  the  name  of  Sir 
Isaac  Newton.  And  on  wnat  does  this  claim  rest  ?  Why,  all 
the  proof  we  can  get  is,  that  somebody  said  that  CromwelPs  Sec- 
retary said,  that  Sir  Isaac  was  not  orthodox  on  the  subject  of  f u* 
ture  punishment.  The  probability  is,  that  this  vague  story,  which 
has  been  seized  with  so  much  aviditjr  by  Universalists,  arose  from 
tbe  fact  that  he  was  once,  during  his  liie  time,  by  some  envious 
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SersoDS,  and  for  sinister  ends,  charged  with  being  ansound  on  the 
octrine  of  the  Trinity.     Dr.  Brewster  vindicates  him  from  the 
charge  of  heterodoxy;   and  M.  Biot  has  remarked,  that  '* there 
is  absolutely  nothing  in  the  writings  of  Newton  to  justify,  or  even 
to  authorize  the  idea  that  he  was  an  anti-trinitarian.*^    Newton 
repelled  the  insinuation  with  indignation.    He  was  so  offended 
with  Mr.  Whiston  for  having  represented  him  as  an  Arian,  that  be 
would  not  permit  him  to  be  elected  a  Fellow  of  the  Royal  Society 
while  he  was  President.    I  assert  this  on  the  authority  of  Dr. 
Brewster,  who  wrote  the  life  of  Newton.    There  is  a  gentleman 
here  who  is  somewhat  acquainted  with  the  writioes  of  Newton 
— has  read  his  life,  and  gives  it  as  his  opinion,  that  he  was  a 
Calvinist,  of  moderate  views.     But  whether  Calvinist  or  Armini- 
an  in  his  theological  views,  it  is  quite  certain  he  was  not  a  Uni- 
versalist. 

I  find  also  the  name  of  Dr.  Thomas  Dick  set  down  among^ 
those  claimed  as  believers  in  the  dogmas  of  Universalism,  but  not 
only  without  authority,  but  directly  in  the  face  of  his  repeated 
and  published  declarations.    In  his  '*  Philosophy  of  Religion,^ 
after  many  and  various  illustrations  of  the  influence  of  depraved 
passion  on  the  happiness  of  men,  he  remarks  as  follows :    ^*  We 
cannot  form  a  more  dreadful  picture  of  future  punishment,  than 
by  conceiving  the  principles  of  falsehood,  deceit,  and  malignity, 
and  the  passions  of  pride,  hatred,  malice,  and  revenge,  ragins^ 
with  uncontrolled  and  perpetual  violence.    The  effects  produced 
by  the  uncontrolled  operation  of  such  principles  and  passions, 
would  be  such  as  may  be  fitly  represented  by  the  emblems  of  the  - 
*  worm  that  never  dies,'  *  of  devouring  fire,'  and  of  their  neces- 
sary concomitants,    ^  weeping,  wailing,  and  gnashing  of  teeth.' 
What  other  ingredients  of  misery,  arising  either  from  local  circum- 
stances, from  recollections  of  tne  past,  or  the  anticipation  of  the 
future,  may  be  mingled  with  the  cup  of  future  woe,  it  becomes  not 
us  particularly  to  determine."  And  as  "  su(^  a  punishmenV^  produ- 
ces no  virtuous  results  or  tendencies,  he  concludes,  ^*  that  the  mise- 
ry of  wicked  intelligences,  will  continue  as  long  as  they  remain  in 
existence."    In  his  Future  State,  he  remarks  as  follows :  <^  As  the 
peace  and  serenity  of  virtuous  minds  are  preludes  of  nobler  en- 
joyments in  a  future  life,  so  those  terrors  which  now  assail  the 
wicked,  may  be  considered  as  the  beginnings  of  that  misery  and 
anguish  wmch  will  be  consummated  in  the  world  to  come,  in  the 
case  of  those-who  Sidd  final  impenitence  to  all  their  other  crimes." 
On  another  page,  speaking  of  careless  and  sensual  worldlings,  he 
describes  them  as  "  entirely  regardless  whether  they  shall  sink 
into  the  gulf  of  annihilation,  or  into  the  regions  of  endless  perdi* 
tion.^*     We  will  give  one  specimen  more.     He  quotes  with  ap- 
probation the  language  of  Hieronymus — "  whether  I  eat  or  drink, 
or  in  whatever  omer  action  or  employment  I  am  engaged,  that 
solemn  voice  always  seems  to  sound  in  my  ears,  *  awake  ye  dead 
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and  come  to  judgment.'  As  often  as  I  think  of  the  day  of  judg- 
ment,  my  heart  quakes  and  my  whole  frame  trembles.  If  I  am 
to  indulge  in  any  of  the  pleasures  of  the  present  life,  I  am  re- 
solved to  do  it  in  such  a  way  that  the  solemn  realities  of  the  fu- 
ture judgment  may  never  be  banished  from  my  recollection." — 
(Sec.  7  and  11.)  Mr.  Austin  also  embraces  Dr.  Franklin  in  his  list 
of  Universalisls,  and  all  the  proof  adduced  is,  that  he  "believed 
no  form  of  Christianity  worthy  the  name,  which  does  not  embrace 
the  reconciliation  of  a  lapsed  world  in  its  provisions,"  or  some- 
thing to  this  amount.  If  there  be  any  thing  peculiar  in  the  sig- 
nification of  this  remark,  it  was  doubtless  intended  to  distinguiSi 
his  views  from  the  rigid  Calvinism  generally  preached  in  his  day. 
The  language  is  such  as  would  be  used  by  any  intelligent  Armin- 
ian  for  sucli  a  purpose.  If  Franklin  should  be  regarded  as 
properly  a  believer  in  Christianity  at  all,  (a  question  not  yet  fully 
settled,)  he  unquestionably  received  it  on  the  basis  of  a  general 
atonement.  But  if  he  were  a  Deist,  (as  some  suppose,)  his  Deism 
was  superior  to  the  present  form  of  Universalism,  inasmuch  as  it 
embraced  the  doctrine  of  retribution  in  a  more  consistent  and 
higher  sense.  Whatever  else  he  may  have  been,  we  have  no  ev- 
idence that  he  was  a  Universalist. 

Did  time  permit,  I  might  go  on  in  this  way  to  the  end  of  Mr. 
Austin^s  chapter  on  illustrious  Universalists,  adding  fresh  evi- 
dence at  every  step,  of  the  reckless  manner  in  -which  he  makes 
assertions.  I  trust,  however,  I  have  given  sufficient  proof  that 
the  long  string  of  names  read  to  us,  was  got  up  merely  for  effect, 
and  is  entitled  to  no  sort  of  confidence.  Why  the  gentleman 
should  think  it  for  his  interest  to  pursue  such  a  course,  I  can  no 
more  tell,  than  I  can  tell  why  it  has  been  asserted  that  my  mode- 
rator. Dr.  White,  has  become  a  Universalist  since  the  commence- 
ment of  this  discussion. 

Mr.  Austin. — ^By  whom  1 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  know  not,  nor  do  I  care  by  whom;  the  fact 
is  before  us,  and  affords  a  practical  illustration  of  the  manner  in 
which  Universalists  multiply  their  converts.  In  this  way  we 
shall  all  be  Universalists  soon. 

Mr.  Austin. — I  hope  so. 

Mr.  Holmes. — And  1  suppose  the  gentleman  not  only  hopes 
so,  but  would  feel  at  perfect  liberty  to  sav  so,  when  he  could 
serve  his  purpose  by  it,  without  the  fear  of  contradiction.  The 
candor  and  integrity  of  such  proceedings,  however,  will  be  duly 
appreciated  by  the  audience  and  public* 

*  Bince  thia  debate  wa«  held,  it  has  come  to  me  in  different  ways,  that  Univer* 
salints  who  were  not  prvtfnt^  have  confidently  asserted  that  I  renounced  my  views 
during  the  diftcnksion,  and  had  embraced  UniTersalisro.  Where  did  they  get  thia 
intelligvnce  7 
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Intent  npon  making  capital  in  some  way  out  of  John  CaJvin, 
Mr.  Austin  introduces  his  peculiar  views  again.  I  remarkeiia 
day  or  two  since,  if  John  Murray  could  return  to  this  world,  he 
would  find  his  professed  successors  publishing  a  very  different  doc- 
trine from  that  which  he  taught.  Mr.  Austin  thinks  the  same 
would  be  true  of  Calvin.  That  the  sj^stem  taught  by  Calvin  has 
been  slightly  modified  since  his  day,  is  very  true,  but  there  is  a 
marked  difference  in  the  two  cases.  The  first  error,  the  starting 
point  of  Universalisra,  was  the  rejection  of  the  plain  teachings  of 
the  Bible  on  the  subject  of  future  punishment.  But  from  the  be- 
ginning it  has  gone  on  "  waxing  worse  and  worse."  The  loose 
and  rationalistic  method  of  interpretation  adopted  in  the  rejection 
of  endless  punishment,  has  served  as  an  entering  wedge  to  still 
farther  encroachments  upon  Bible  truth.  One  doctrine  after  an- 
other has  been  surrendered,  until  not  a  single  element  of  Evan- 
gelism remains,  and  the  system  stands  before  the  world  stamped 
with  the  prominent  features  of  skepticism.  Calvin's  error  related 
to  the  universality  of  the  Atonement^  and  the  provision  made  for 
lost  men,  arising  out  of  his  peculiar  views  of  predestination.  This 
was  his  starting  point.  But,  has  this  error  exerted  the  same  del- 
eterious influence  upon  the  evangelical  part  of  his  theory,  which 
we  have  seen  to  be  true  in  the  case  of  Uni  versalism  ?  By  no  means. 
The  Infidelity  of  Murray's  theory  has  leavened  the  whole  lump, 
but  Calvin's  error  has  submitted  to  modification  under  the  evan- 
gelical influence  of  his  general  system.  Instead  of  growing  trorsf, 
it  has  become  better,  Mr.  Austin  himself  being  judge.  Here  is 
the  important  difference  in  the  two  cases. 

Mr.  Austin  has  attempted  to  excite  prejudice  in  the  minds  of 
the  mothers  of  this  audience,  on  supposition  that  I  have  taught 
the  total  depravity  of  infants.  Need  I  say  that  I  have  neither 
taught,  nor  believe  this  ?  I  have  said,  and  now  repeat,  that  if 
men  had  been  allowed  to  exist  after  the  Adamic  apostacy  with- 
ont  redemptiony  or  any  of  the  ^acious  influences  arising  there- 
from, they  would  have  been  m  a  condition  of  total  depravi- 
ty. But  as  this  is  not  the  case — as  Christ  has  died  for  all  the 
morally  dead,  all  are  raised  above  a  state  of  total  depravity,  inju4 
80  far  as  they  are  the  subjects  of  gracious  influence  arising  from  re- 
demption. As  to  the  moral  condition  of  infants,  it  is  clearly  a 
Bible  doctrine,  that  they  are  born  ^n  a  state  of  justification.  Hence, 
Paul — ^Rom.  v.  18 — '*As  by  the  oflfence  of  one,  judgment  came  up^ 
on  all  men  to  condemndtion,  even  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one, 
the  free  gift  came  upon  all  men  unto  justification  of  life."  It  was 
on  this  broad  and  general  ground  of  the  atonement,  that  Christ 
when  on  earth,  took  infants  in  his  arms  and  blessed  them^  say- 
ing, "  sufler  the  little  children  to  come  unto  me  and  forbid  them 
not,  for  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  Mothers,  what  do 
you  think  of  this  prominent  feature  of  my  theological  system  ? 
"oes  this  look  like  total  depravity  ?    As  an  unconditional  benefit 
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of  the  Atonement,  yonr  infants  are  in  a  state  of  personal  justifi- 
cation, and  have  the  benediction  of  the  Savior.  Nor  will  they 
ever  lose  this,  except  by  personal,  voluntary  transgression,  after 
having  passed  to  maturer  years.  Mr.  Austin  asks,  "  what  was 
the  condition  of  those  who  died  before  Christ  came  into  the 
world  V*  I  am  astonished  at  the  gentleman^s  limited  knowledge 
ol  theology,  if  such  remarks  indicate  the  real  measure  of  his  at- 
tainments in  this  sublime  science.  Does  he  not  know  that  Christ 
is  announced  in  the  Bible  as  '*  the  lamb  slain  from  the  founda- 
tion of  the  world  V*  That  in  the  purpose  of  God,  the  Atonement 
was  as  reaily  made  before  the  tragic  scenes  of  Calvair  occurred, 
as  it  has  been  since  the  actual  crucifixion  of  the  Son  of  God  ?  and 
that  the  unconditional  blessings  of  the  Atonement  were  as  ample 
and  general,  in  the  days  of  the  patriarchs,  as  in  those  of  the  apos- 
tles f  If  he  does  not  understand  these  things,  I  greatly  marvel ; 
but  if  he  does,  why  ask  such  questions  ? 

Let  us  now  take  another  advance  step  in  the  main  argument. 
My  eighth  argument  is  based  on 

THE  MORAL  TUBPTTUDE  OF  SIN. 
And  b«aidet  direcUjr  supportiag  Uxe  affirmAtire  of  the  qnettion  under  d^>«te,  it 
will  serve  alto  as  a  tepij  to  BIr.  Austin's  aeventh  negative  proof. 

We  have  already  seen  how  Universalism  rids  itself  of  the  moral 
turpitude  of  sin ;  it  is,  firsts  by  making  it  the  result  of  physical 
or^nization ;  and  secondly^  by  lowering  the  standard  of  divine  re- 
quirement, making  the  law  of  God  not  the  embodiment  of  moral 
perfection,  but  simply  the  rule  of  physical,  intellectual  and  moral 
action,  founded  in,  and  arising  out  of  the  human  constitution.  If 
the  law  violated  be  in  man  only,  as  is  asserted  by  standard  works 
on  Universalism,  the  turpitude  of  sin  must  be  graduated  accor- 
dingly. If  we  take  such  groveling  views  of  the  law,  and  of  sin, 
we  ought,  in  order  to  be  consistent,  to  dispense  at  once  with  all 
positive  punishments.  The  law  that  man  violates  is  in  himself, 
and  let  that  law  see  to  it  that  the  punishment  is  inflicted.  But 
this  is  wrong,  all  wrong.  It  commences  wrong,  hence  must  be 
wrong  in  the  conclusion.  The  turpitude  of  sin  arises  from  other 
and  higher  considerations. 

I.  Sin  must  take  its  moral  turpitude  from  the  nature  of  the  ob- 
ligations violated.  These  obligations  are  infinite.  They  are 
comprised  in  the  following  particulars. 

Firtt.  V^  }l?^.GoA  has  done  for  w.  He  has  given  us  existence  un- 
der circumstances  which  stamp  the  character  of  man  with  great 
dignity  and  nobleness.  He  has  given  him  powers  which  he  may 
improve  until  carried  forward  to  the  heights  of  heaven — he  may 
pass  the  point  now  occupied  by  the  highest  arch-angel  who  basks 
in  the  sunlight  of  divine  g[lory.  God  has  also  given  us  the  means 
and  motives  for  maintaining  our  state  of  purity,  and  completing 
our  preparation  for  heaven.    And  when  in  neglect,  violation  and 
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ingratitude,  we  fell  from  that  state  of  parity,  he  gare  his  only- 
begotten  Son  to  redeem  us,  and  restore  us  to  divine  farOr,  happi* 
ness  and  heaven. 

Secondly.  An  obligation  to  God  is  commensurate  to  the  infinite 
loveliness  of  his  character.  God  is  a  being  of  infinite  moral  beaa- 
ty  and  perfection ;  infinite  wisdom,  goodness  and  holiness.  We  are 
therefore,  under  infinite  obligations  to  love  and  obey  him.  To 
refuse  to  do  so,  to  trample  under  foot  his  laws  and  spurn  his  au- 
thority, would  certainly  imply  a  degree  of  moral  turpitude  not  to 
be  measured  by  any  human  standard.  The  man  who  insults  a 
dumb  beast  without  reason,  is  blameworthy ;  but  if  -he  insults 
and  abuses  his  follow  man,  he  is  liable  to  civil  pains  and  penal- 
ties ;  but  if  he  insults  law  and  justice  in  the  person  of  a  Magis- 
trate or  Governor,  or  if  he  attempts  to  subvert  a  lawful  and  right- 
eous government,  or  defeat  its  wise  and  benevolent  ends,  the  tur- 
Situde  of  his  ofience  is  increased  in  a  ratio  corresponding  to  the 
ignity,  authority  and  goodness  against  which  it  is  committed ; 
he  is  guilty  of  high  treason,  and  may,  without  any  injustice,  be 
deprived  of  the  blessings  of  the  government.  What,  then,  shali 
we  say  of  the  turpitude  of  a  willful  and  deliberate  offenc^,  com- 
mitted' against  the  person  and  dignity  of  an  all-perfect  God,  and 
in  violation  of  such  infinite  obligations  as  rest  upon  us  to  love 
and  serve  him  ? 

Thirdly.  In  connection  with  this,  take  the  infinite  perfection  of 
the  divine  law,  so  "  holy,  just,  and  good."  It  is  the  brightest  efflux 
of  his  essential  wisdom,  the  visible  beauty  of  the  Most  High.  It 
is  perfectly  adapted  to  exalt  and  make  happy  the  moral  subject. 
Were  it  a  man's  law,  or  a  mean,  ill-adapted,  unjust  law,  the  tur- 
pitude of  oflence  against  it  would  be  graduated  accordingly.  But 
It  is  the  standard  of  moral  perfection  to  the  whole  universe ;  in- 
finitely perfect  in  its  glorious  nature,  infinitely  good  in  its  designs. 

II.  Sin  takes  its  moral  turpitude  from  the  evtl  at  which  it  aims. 
It  is  the  direct  opposite  of  holiness.  If  holiness  be  an  infinite 
TOod,  sin  is  an  infinite  evil,  because  it  displaces  holiness  just  so 
ar  as  it  prevails.  It  aims  at  subverting  God's  moral  government ; 
it  therefore  aims  at  accomplishing  an  infinite  evil.  As  it  can 
only  increase  with  the  diminution  of  happiness,  it  is  the  murderer 
of  earth  and  the  foe  of  heaven.  If  endless  holiness  would  be  an 
infinite  good  to  any  intelligent  being,  for  the  reason  that  sin  dis- 
places holiness,  endless  sin  would  be  an  infinite  evil. 

We  have  thus  developed  the  main  points  which  concur  in  fix- 
ing the  character  of  sin.  It  is  the  transgression  of  an  infinite 
law,  in  violation  of  infinite  obligations,  committed  against  the 

foodness  and  authority  of  an  Infinite  Being — and  opposes  and 
isplaces  infinite  good.     Sin  is  therefore  in  its  nature.,  designs  and 
results,  an  infinite  evil.     We  can  now  understand  why  God  is  of 

})urer  eyes  than  to  behold  iniquity  with  approbation — "  cannot 
ook  upon  sin  with  the  least  degree  of  allowance."    O  sir,  it  is  a 
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fearful  thing  to  trifle  wit)i  the  turpitude  of  sin.  Shall  we  stand 
up  here  under  these  circumstances,  and  brare  God's  throne,  and 
charge  him  with  injustice  in  excluding  from  the  blessings  of  his 
government,  those  who  love  sin,  are  determined  to  practice  it,  and 
who,  by  a  lone  course  of  willful  rebellion,  have  contracted  such 
dreadful  guilt  1  And  this  moral  guilt  is  enhanced  by  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  offers  of  salvation  through  a  Redeemer.  What  does 
Paul  say  of  such  ?  "  There  remaineth  no  more  sacrifice  for  sin, 
but  a  certain  fearful  looking  for  of  judgment,  and  fiery  indignation 
which  shall  devour  the  adversary." — (Heb.  x.  27.) 

I  might  appeal  to  every  experienced  Christian  in  this  assembly 
for  a  confirmation  of  the  views  of  the  deep  spiritual  character  of 
the  law,  and  the  exceeding  sinfulness  of  sin.  The  nearer  we 
get  to  God,  in  the  experience  of  divine  things,  the  greater  is  our 
sense  of  the  evil  and  guilt  of  sin,  and  the  more  are  we  impressed 
with  the  condescension  of  God  in  providing  a  way  of  sahration. 

My  ninth  argument,  which  I  will  introduce  next,  is  drawn 
from 

THE  APPROVAL  OF  THE  MORAL  ATTRIBUTES  OP  GOD. 

We  have  already  shown  that  nothing  can  be  inferred  from  the 
attributes  of  (rod  (uonej  respecting  the  future  and  endless  destinies 
of  men :  that  there  are  but  two  ways  in  which  we  can  ascertain 
what  is,  or  is  not  consistent  with  the  divine  attributes.  1.  By 
the  facts  developed  under  his  government.  2.  By  the  declara- 
tions of  his  word.  So  far  as  facts  are  concerned,  they  support, 
most  decidedly,  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend.  The  audience 
cannot  have  failed  to  perceive  this  during  the  progress  of  this  dis- 
cussion. A^  to  the  declarations  of  God's  word,  we  expect  to 
show  on  this  question  as  we  have  on  the  others,  that  we  are 
abundantly  sustained.  What  I  wish  now  to  say,  is,  that  the 
moral  attributes  of  God,  as  revealed  in  the  Bible,  not  only  do  not 
afford  any  evidence  against  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  but 
do  really  approve  and  support  it. 

"  Gott  is  Love."  Divine  love,  though  not  an  attribute,  is  a 
moral  affection.  But  love  in  God  is  not  weakness:  a  sickly  sort 
of  sentimentalism,  as  Universalism  would  have  it,  possessing  nei- 
ther eyes,  nor  ears,  nor  reason.  The  possession  oi  such  an  affec- 
tion would  deprive  him  of  the  dignity  and  perfection  of  God,  and 
render  him  unworthy  the  confidence  of  his  creatures.  God's  love 
must  move  in  harmony  with  his  wisdom,  holiness  and  justice ; 
otherwise,  it  is  not  love,  but  weakness.  God  can  love  nothing 
that  is  not  lovely.  But  sinners  are  not  lovely  either  in  their  char- 
acter or  conduct;  therefore  God  cannot  love  sinners.  Here  a 
distinction  is  to  be  made  between  compassion  and  complacency. 
It  was  the  love  of  compassion  that  led  the  Divine  Being  to  give 
his  Son  to  die  for  the  salvation  of  sinners.  But  divine  compas- 
sion does  not,  of  iUelfi  constitute  intelligent  beings  happy.    There 
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are  thousands  for  whom  diyine  compassion  has  provided  happi- 
ness, who  nevertheless  are  not  happy,  but  quite  the  contrary. 
Men  cannot  be  happy  without  being  Drought  to  experience  God^s 
complacent  lovt,  and  this  can  never  be,  except  through  that  sys- 
tem of  moral  means  brought  in  by  the  atonement,  and  which  man 
has  power  to  despise  and  reject.  God's  complacent  love  never 
visits  and  blesses  a  sinful  being,  without  due  regard  to  the  char- 
acter and  claims  of  every  attribute  of  the  divine  nature.  Moreo- 
ver, the  goodness  and  love  of  God,  approve  the  inflictions  of  jus- 
tice. They  were  present  during  those  signal  displays  of  ven- 
geance which  have  marked  the  divine  administration  in  his  uni- 
verse, of  which  we  have  striking  examples  recorded  in  scripture. 
When  the  inhabitants  of  the  old  world  were  destroyed  by  a  flood 
•  — ^when  the  cities  of  the  plain  were  consumed  by  fire — when  thou- 
sands fell  by  the  burning  displeasure  of  God,  in  the  camp  of  Is- 
rael, and  the  company  of  Korah  were  engulphed  in  the  yawning 
earth — and  when  the  ^host  of  Pharaoh  was  overwhelmed  in  the 
Red  sea— divine  goodness  and  love  were  present  on  all  these  oc- 
casions, consenting  and  approving  the  inflictions  demanded  by  ho- 
liness and  justice,  and  joining  in  the  song  of  the  Israelites — ^^  the 
Lord  hath  triumphed  gloriously :  the  horse  and  his  rider  hath  he 
thrown  into  the  sea." 

The  most  affecting  instance  of  divine  goodness  to  men,  is  found 
in  the  gift  of  his  Son.  But  this  was  not  to  force  salvation  upon  us, 
irrespective  of  our  will  and  agency.  Such  a  course  would  har- 
monize neither  with  the  love,  holiness,  and  justice  of  God,  nor 
with  the  elevated  character  of  man,  as  a  rational  and  accountable 
being.  The  improvement  of  the  gospel  is  left  to  our  choice,  and 
the  rejection  of  it  will  be  visited  with  a  marked  and  terrible  ven- 
geance. And  when  those  for  whom  Christ  died,  despise  the  riches 
of  his  grace,  and  force  themselves  obstinately  from  the  embrace 
of  mercy,  God's  love  will  approve  their  nnal  perdition,  and 
he  will  appear  glorious  in  his  holiness  and  justice,  when  the  de- 
cision of  the  last  day  shall  be  given,  *^  depart  ye  cursed  into  ever- 
lasting fire  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels,"  while  divine 
love  will  sanction  the  shout  of  approbation  from  all  holy  beings 
— "  Just  and  righteous  are  thy  ways.  Lord  God  Almighty." 

My  tenth  argument  is  based  on  the  doctrine  of 

HUMAN  PROBATION. 

Probation  is  from  the  Latin  word  prohoy  and  the  corresponding 
Greek,  Dokisnazo^  and  signifies,  to  examine  into  the  goodness  or 
fitness  of  any  thing  or  person — to  prove :  and  in  the  passive  form 
is  applied  to  those  who  have  been  tested  as  to  their  qualifications 
for  entering  upon  some  place  or  office  of  trust  and  distinction. 

The  ground  we  take  is,  that  the  whole  human  race  is  in  a  state 
of  probation  or  trial,  for  a  higher  and  better  state,  so  far  as  they 
are  now  responsible  for  their  conduct. 
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We  argue  this  from  the  fact 

1.  That  men  are  now  upon  a  theatre  of  action  from  which  there 
is  more  than  one  possible  issue,  and  the  particular  nature  of  the 
issue  is  to  be  determined  bj^the  character  of  human  conduct.  In 
ordinary  cases  it  would  be  enough- to  state  the  subject  in  this  form, 
but  we  will  illustrate  what  we  mean,  by  a  few  examples.  The 
husband,  thg  wife?  have  entered  upon  the  career  of  domestic  life. 
To  that  career  there  is  more  than  one  possible  issue.  It  may  be 
attended  with  happiness,  and  end  in  peace  and  honor  or  with  mis- 
ery, and  end  in  separation  and  disgrace.  If  they  have  children, 
those  children  may  be  happy  and  useful,  or  vicious  in  principle  an  1 
practice,  and  bring  down  the  gray  hair  of  their  parents  in  sorrow 
to  the  grave.  The  issue  to  this  career  will  be  good  or  evil,  pros- 
perous or  otherwise,  according  to  the  course  of  action  and  conduct 
pursued  by  the  parties  on  whom  devolve  the  responsibilities  of 
the  domestic  circle ;  and  herein,  is  both  an  illustration  and  proof  of 
the  doctrine  of  probation. 

The  student  is  on  probation  for  a  place  among  the  literati  of  the 
age.  Ta  his  career  there  is  more  than  one  possible  issue.  If  he 
perseveres  in  diligent  application  to  study,  he  will  crown  his  brow 
with  literary  honors ;  but  if  he  spends  his  time  in  idleness,  he 
will  never  reach  the  goal — never  enjoy  the  prize. 

The  same  principle,  or  doctrine  of  probation,  governs  the  con- 
dition and  happiness  of  all  classes  of  men,  proving  that  even  in 
this  life,  men  are  placed  in  a  state  of  probation  for  a  better  state 
than  that  now  enjoyed,  and  an  advanced  condition  of  happiness ; 
and  that  whether  they  rise  to  that  better  state,  and  enjoy  that  ad- 
vanced condition  of  happiness  or  not,  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
improvement  they  make  of  their  powers  and  blessings. 

Here  I  anticipate  what  may  be  the  reply  of  Mr.  Austin,  viz. 
*'  that  though  men  are  placed  in  a  state  of  probation  for  happiness 
for  this  life,  yet  this  i»  not  true  of  the  life  to  come,  where  happi- 
ness is  made  sure  to  all,  whether  they  will  or  no."  To  this  alle- 
gation I  invite  particular  attention,  and  in  reply  remark, 

1.  It  is  wholly  an  assumed  position.  I  know  of  no  fact  in  na- 
ture or  revelation  which  authorizes  it.  Let  a  single  well  estab- 
lished fact  under  the  government  of  God  in  this  world,  which  au- 
thorizes such  a  supposition^  be  quoted,  or  give  us  a  thus  saith 
the  Lord — **  man's  future  happiness  and  salvation  does  not  de- 
pend in  any  degree  upon  his  conduct  in  this  life'* — this  will  be 
something  to  the  purpose ;  but  until  this  is  done,  the  assertion  to 
which  we  reply,  has  no  higher  proof  of  its  correctness  than  the 
ipse  dixit  of  my  friend. 

2.  Nor  is  this  all ;  the  assumption  that  this  world  is  not  a  pro- 
bation for  another,  is  opposed  by  the  argument  from  analogy. 
This  argument  is  ifounded  upon  the  fact,  that  the  constitution 
of  things  in  the  moral  world  is  established  and  unchangeable. 
That  this  is  a  fact,  I  presume  no  one  will  dispute.     Even  Mr. 
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Austin  says  in  his  "  Voice  to  Youth,"  "  the  Creator  has  establish- 
ed moral  laws  for  the  government  of  the  human  race,  which  are 
as  sure  in  their  operations,  and  as  uftdeviating  in  their  effects,  as 
his  natural  laws,  although  their  movements  and  influences  arc 
not -80  evident  to  the  eye  of  the  spectator.'*    And  a  little  farther 
on  he  says,  "  this  principle  in  morals  is  as  immutably  fixed  as  the 
pillars  of  Jehovah's  throne."    Now  on  this  very  fixed  and  estab- 
lished constitution  of  the  moral  world,  do  I  predicate,  as  one  of 
its  main  pillars,  the  doctrine  of  human  probation  for  happiness  in 
another  world.    For,  as  the  moral  constitution  of  man  is  adapted 
to  the  moral  government  of  God,  if  one  is  fixed  and  immutable, 
BO  is  the  other :  if  not,  there  is  no  correspondence  between  them. 
If  the  time  shall  ever  come  when  the  laws  of  man^s  moral  na- 
ture change,  there  must  be  a  corresponding  change  in  the  moral 
fovemment  of  Grod,  in  order  to  preserve  the  harmony.     But  if 
oth  are  unchangeable,  as  they  certainly  are,  then  the  analogical 
argument  for  human  probation  is  irresistible.     We  have  already 
seen  what  results  follow  human  conduct  in  this  world.     Thou- 
sands fail  of  securing  the  great  objects  of  existence  as  pertain- 
ing to  this  life,  by  a  misimprovement  of  time,  talents,  and  advan- 
tages, given  them  by  their  benefactor  that  they  might  reach  and 
secure  those  objects.    And  as  the  moral  laws,  both  of  man  and 
the  divine  government,  are  immutable  as  **  the  eternal  throne ;" 
hence,  the  results  which  flow  from  their  operations  here,  must 
always  exists  unless  a  change  be  made  in  the  laws ;   the  devel- 
opments seen  in  this  life,  are  an  illustration  and  pledge  of  the 
results  of  human  conduct  in  the  life  to  come.     This  fact  is  so  ob- 
vious and  irresistible,  as  to  have  extorted  from  Rev.  Hosea  Bal- 
lon, 2d,  the  following :     *^  Character  is  not  tis  a  garment  that  one 
may  wrap  over  us,  or  strip  off*  from  us  without  (mr  agency.    It  is 
integral  with  ourselves :  it  is  the  product  of  our  mental  growth, 
the  result  of  a  voluntary  process  of  development.     Circumstances 
and  influences  may  hasten  or  retard  this  development,  or  be  the 
occasion  of  its  taking  a  new  direction ;  but  it  is  a  process  still,  an 
internal  one ;  having  its  immediate  cause  in  our  wdL   *    ♦    * 
Unless  the  universal  chain  of  cause  and  effect  are  [is]  cut  off*  at 
death,  whatsoever  he  (man)  has  become,  up  to  this  event,  must 
influence  the  character  which  he  now  has,  so  as  to  make  it  differ- 
ent than  it  would  otherwise  be.     Just  how  it  will  affect  him  in 
subsequent  stages  of  his  development,  amidst  the  multitude  of 
other  influences,  we  may  not  he  able  so  positively  to  determine :  but 
the  general  fact  appears  cei-tainy    That  is,  the  general  fact  that 
man's  conduct  in  this  life,  influences  his  condition  in  the  next, 
that  his  character  at  death  will  go  with  him  into  eternity, — cUni- 
versalist  Quarterly,  Vol.  4,  No.  2.)     No  discerning  mind  can  fail 
to  perceive  how  fully  this  sustains  my  argument  on  probation, 
and  how  completely  it  wrecks  the  hopes  which  have  been  usu- 
ally based  on  Universalism. 
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3.  Once  more,  the  assertion  that  man  is  not  a  probationer  for 
another  U/e,  is  a  contradiction  of  the  voice  of  revelation, 

1.  Tim.  iv.  8^^^  Oodlinesfl  is  profitable  unto  all  things,  hav- 
ing promise  of  the  life  that  tioio  is,  and  of  that  which  is  to  corned 
Rev.  ii.  10—"  Be  thou  faithful  unto  death,  and  |I  will  give  thee 
a  crown  of  life."  Rom.  ii.  6-16 — *♦  Who  will  render  to  every 
man  according  to  his  deeds :  To  them  who  by  patient  contin- 
uance in  well  doing,  seek  for  glory  '^.nd  honor  and  immortality, 
eternal  life  :  but  unto  them  that  are  contentious,  and  do  not  obey 
the  truth,  but  obey  unrighteousness,  indignation  and  wrath,  trib- 
ulation and  anguish,  upon  every  soul  of  man  that  doeth  evil ; 
*  «  ♦  »  «  In  the  day  when  God  shall  judge  the  secrets  of 
men,  by  Jesus  Christ,  according  to  my  gospel."  These  are  a 
few  of  the  man^  passages  whicn  establish  the  doctrine  of  human 
probation.  This  argument  commends  itself  to  the  common  sense 
of  every  man  who  is  willing  to  be  governed  by  common  sense. 
And  1  am  gratified,  that  after  appealing  to  passions,  prejudices 
and  sympathies,  until  the  audience  has  become  sensible  of  a 
painful  nausea^  the  gentleman  has  for  once  appealed  to  common 
fiense.  I  hope  now  he  will  stick  to  the  text  in  a  common  sense 
way,  and  when  I  speak  a^in,  I  will  give  him  a  few  additional 
thoughts  on  the  same  subject. 

I  have  now  presented  ten  of  the  affirmative  proofs  which  I 
depend  on  to  sustain  my  position.  The  most  of  these  are  found- 
ed on  established  facts  and  fundamental  principles.  Mr.  Austin 
has  talked  around  and  around  them,  without  really  getting  hold 
of  them.  Occasionally  he  has  approached  one  of  these  facts  or 
principles,  as  though  he  intended  to  grapple  it,  but  ere  he  r^ched 
It,  he  has  darted  off  in  another  direction,  and  left  the  threatened 
fortress  in  all  it^  strength  and  beauty.  Let  the  gentleman  un- 
derstand, and  the  audience  remember,  that  no  arts  of  sophistry, 
rhetorical  flourish,  or  felicity  of  expression,  can  supply  the  place 
of  correct  logic  and  sound  argument.  He  must  take  hold  of 
these  fundamental  principles,  shake  their  firmness,  and  tear  away 
their  fastenings,  or  his  labor  is  wholly  lost.  To  this  work  I  in- 
vite him. 

Mr.  Austin  says  death  will  be  destroyed.  Granted,  though 
the  only  proof  he  has  of  it,  is  by  the  signification  of  the  same 
words  which  declare  the  future  destruction  of  the  sinner.  How- 
ever, the  death  referred  to  by  the  Apostle  in  this  case,  is,  as  Mr. 
Austin  very  well  knows,  the  death  of  the  body,  which  is  to  be 
destroyed  by  the  general  resurrection :  but  the  death  to  which  I 
allude  in  my  argument,  is  moral  deaths  on  which  a  physical  res- 
urrection can  exert  no  influence.  My  fnend  must  try  again, 
therefore,  before  he  hits  the  point ;  meantime,  let  him  prove 
what  he  has  jet  failed  to  do— that  there  is  life  in  death.  Is  a 
man  dead  while  there  is  yet  life  in  him  ?  Is  he  alive  after  life 
has  become  extinct  ?  If  be  isi  there  is  a  possibility  that  the  hit 
24» 
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which  exists  in  deaths  may  re-act  upon  death  and  destroy  it.  Let 
Mr.  Austin  prove  this  in  regard  to  moral  death,  and  he  shall 
have  credit  for  more  success  than  attended  the  reasoning  of  Pla- 
to, who  argued  that  all  things  spring  from  their  contraries. — 
[  Time  expired, 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  SIXTH  RRPLT.] 

Messrs.  Moderators : — My  friend  on  the  affirmative,  not  content 
*with  having  the  closing  speech  on  the  second  question,  in  which 
he  uttered  many  things  of  an  erroneous,  unjust  and  reprehensible 
character,  when  he  knew  I  had  no  time  to  teply,  but  even  now,  he 
seeks  every  opportunity  to  go  back  and  lake  up  points  on  that 
question,  which  we  have  once  considered  and  passed.  He  says 
he  has  no  confidence  in  the  list  of  eminent  theologians,  scholars 
and  philosophers,  which  I  gave  in  my  last  speech  on  the  second 
question,  as  believers  and  defenders  of  the  doctrine  of  Universal 
Salvation.  Feeling  that  he  must  cast  some  disparagement  upon 
that  catalogue,  he  declares  it  was  *<  a  string  of  names  got  up  for 
effect ! !"  By  whom  were  these  men  "got  up ?"  By  me  ?  No : 
They  were  men  *•  raised  up"  by  the  Almighty  himself,  to  preserve 
and  perpetuate  the  glorious  gospel  of  his  impartial  grace  and  love 
through  long  and  dark  ages — wnen  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Misery , 
and  every  heathen  dogma  that  man's  darkened  wisdom  could  '*  m- 
ventj"  reigned  and  rioted  in  their  native  blackness — and  to  keep 
its  vestal  flame  from  total  extinction,  until  a  more  favorable  era 
should  allow  its  light  to  break  forth  anew,  and  All  the  world  with 
the  glory  and  beauty  of  its  presence.  The  Elder  seeks  to  shake 
your  confidence  in  the  Universaiism  of  these  great  and  good  men. 
How  does  he  effect  this  end  ?  By  showing  evidence  that  they  are 
not  believers  in  the  salvation  of  the  world  ?  No,  he  simply  as- 
serts that  there  is  doubt  in  regard  to  that  fact.  But  his  ipse  dixit 
is  good  for  nothing,  without  accompanying  proof.  These  men 
were  not  simply  believers  that  the  atonement  was  made  for  all 
men.  They  were  believers  in  the  actual  and  complete  salvation  of 
every  human  being.  Not  a  name  is  mentioned  in  that  list,  in  re- 
gard to  whom  there  is  not  good  evidence  to  show  that  they  wer^ 
believers  in  that  doctrine.  Had  I  my  books  at  hand,  I  could  ^ive 
extracts  from  the  writings  of  many  of  them,  where  they  plamly 
advocate  the  ultimate  salvation  of  the  entire  race  of  man. 

He  refers  to  the  answer  returned  to  language  the  poet  Young 
puts  into  the  mouth  of  the  supposed  lost  sinner.  But  the  critic^ 
reader  will  see  that. the  answer  does  not  meet,  nor  do  away  with 
the  force  of  the  appeal  the  lost  one  makes  to  his  Father.  It  would 
seem  that  the  poet  purposely  made  the  answer  defective.  There 
can  be  little  doubt  that  Young  indulged  in  his  extravagant  descrip- 
tions of  eternal  agony,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  absurd 
ity  of  that  sentiment.    That  he  was  at  heart  a  believer  in  the  final 
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salyatton  of  all  men,  at  least  towards  tbe  close  of  his  life,  is  eyi- 
dent  from  the  fact,  that  he  speaks  in  high  terms  of  *'  Hartley  on 
Man,*'  a  work  in  which  the  salvation  of  all  mankind  is  ably  advo- 
cated, la  recommending  the  work  to  a  friend  he  declared  he  had 
read  it  with  *•  great  satisfaction.**  He  also  spoke  in  favor  of  sev- 
eral works  of  Rev.  Richard  Clarke  in  which  the  same  doctrine  is 
defended.  That  Dr.  Doddridge  did  not  believe  in  Endless  Punish- 
ment, however  warmly  he  may  have  preached  it  at  one  time,  is 
evident  from  a  variety  of  circumstances.  I  will  mention  one.  Du- 
ring a  severe  illness,  he  received  a  letter  from  a  highly  esteemed 
friend,  in  which  the  important  fact  that  all  men  shall  be  made  alive 
in  Christ,  and  that  the  Redeemer  shall  eventually  succeed  in  ma- 
king an  **  entire  and  eternal  destruction  of  sin  and  death,"  was 
much  dwelt  upon.  This  letter  so  deeply  effected  Doddridge  that 
his  biogiapher  declares  that  it  was  apprehensive  his  weakened 
frame  would  sink  under  the  emotions  ot  his  gratitude  and  jojr.* 

There  cannot  be  a  donbt  that  Dr.  Watts  rejected  the  doctrine  of 
endless  woe,  and  believed  in  the  salvation  of  the  world — ^notwith- 
standing my  friend  opposite,  declared  in  language  exceedingly  de- 
corous, that  such  an  assertion  is  "  false  and  slanderous."  It  is 
true,  like  Young,  he  said  much  that  favors  the  common  notion  of 
eternal  woe.  Some  of  his  psalms  and  hymns,  written  to  suit 
the  prevailing  views  on  this  subject,  arc  surcharged  with  the 
blackness  and  venom  of  this  doctrine.  But  occasionally  a  stanza 
in  his  poems,  or  a  sentence  in  his  prose  writings,  reveals  the  true 
state  of  his  mind  upon  this  subject,  and  fully  coroborates  the  asser- 
tion I  have  made  as  to  his  Universalism.  What  sentiment  but  this 
is  contained  in  the  following  stanza : — 

*(  Hit  own  Boft  hand  thall  wip«  the  \mx% 

From  erery  weeping  eye  ; 
knd  pnins,  and  groans,  and  griefs,  and  fears, 
And  DEATH  itself  shaU  DIEl!" 

If  tears  shall  be  wiped  from  every  weeping  eye— if  pains,  and 
groans,  and  griefs,  and  tears,  and  death,  are  to  die,  to  be  annihila- 
ted, how  can  there  be  a  state  of  eternal  death,  and  pain,  and  woe! ! 
In  one  of  his  prose  works,  Watts  declares  that  if  a  sinner  in  the 
future  world  shall  sincerely  repent,  he  cannot  think  a  God  of  per- 
fect equity  and  mercy,  will  still  keep  him  in  torment;  but  will  re- 
lease him  from  his  punlshment.f 

To  the  list  of  eminent  believers  of  the  final  salvation  of  all  man- 

•  In  one  of  his  works  Dr.  Doddridge  sayt— **  We  cannot  pretend  to  decide  apri- 
Tiy  or  prerioas  to  the  event,  so  far  as  to  say,  that  the  punishment  of  hell  most  and 
will  certainly  be  eternal." 

t  In  a  work  entitled  "  World  to  Come,"  WatU  uses  the  following  language--**  I 
grant  that  the  eternity  of  God  himself,  before  this  world  began,  or  after  its  consum- 
mation, has  something  in  it  so  immense  and  incomprehensible,  that  in  my  most 
mature  thonghu  1  do  not  choose  to  enter  into  those  infinite  abysses.  Nor  do  I  think 
we  ought,  usually,  when  wa  speak  concerning'ereatures,  to' affirm  positively,  that 
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kind,  I  might  add  that  of  Rev.  Wm.  Law,  author  of  "  Law*8  Seri- 
ous Call.''  That  he  advocated  that  eentiment  near  the  close  of  his 
days,  is  a  matter  of  no  doubt.  From  much  that  I  might  quote,  I 
give  the  following,  as  proof — "  It  is  my  capital  doctrine  that  God 
is  all  love,  and  merely  a  will  to  all  goodness :  that  he  must  eter- 
nally will  that  to  the  creature,  which  he  willed  at  his  creation.** 
Can  any  logic  be  more  sound  than  this  ?  Elder  Holmes  acknowl- 
edges God  willed  the  salvation  of  all  men,  at  their  creation.  Hence, 
this  must  always  be  his  will.  And  all  men  must  finally  be  saved, 
or  the  tyrili  of  Jehovah  will  be  forever  frustrated.  Again  Law 
says — "  As  to  the  puiification  or  all  human  natuhk,  I  ftdly  6c- 
lieve  it,  either  in  this  world,  or  some  after  ages!  And  as  to  that 
of  angels,  if  it  is  possible,  I  am  glad  of  it,  and  also  eure  enough, 
that  it  will  then  come  to  pass.'* — Lavfs  Collection  of  Letters — Let' 
ter  zii. 

Elder  Holmes  in  speaking  of  Calvin  and  Murray,  asserts  that 
since  the  days  of  these  great  men,  Calvinism  has  been  improving 
and  Universalism  retro^ading.  How  my  friend's  Calvinistic  breth- 
ren will  relish  this  thrust  at  their  distinctive  doctrines,  and  at  the 
soundness  of  their  noted  leader,  I  know  not.  But  the  Elder  is  cor- 
rect, Calvinism  has  become  much  improved.  How  ?  By  enlarg- 
ing its  views  of  salvation,  and  getting  a  little  of  the  leaven  of  Uni- 
versalism into  its  narrow  confines.  It  is  a  significant  fact,  that 
every  change,  every  improvement,  in  the  views  of  the  partialisi 
sects,  consists  simply  in  an  advance  towards  tbe  doctrine  of  Uni- 
versal Salvation.  Their  faces  are  all  set  in  that  direction,  and 
when  they  move  at  all,  it  is  unavoidably  thitherward  ! !  In  due 
time,  I  have  not  the  least  doubt,  they  will  all  arrive  at  the  truth. 

My  opponent  is  confident  that  Universalism  has  grown  worse. 
He  asserts  there  is  not  a  single  element  in  it  now,  that  there  was 
anciently.  But  what  is  this  talk  about  ancient  Universalism  ?  He 
has  ridiculed  the  idea  that  there  was  any  Universalism  anciently^ 
and  insisted  that  the  author  of  that  system,  Ls  yet  alive ! !  Now 
he  is  comparing  Universalism  of  the  present  day,  with  that  doc- 
trine in  ancient  times.  In  this,  however,  he  succeeds  admiralty 
in  showing  one  thing,  viz :  his  consummate  ignorance  of  tbe  whole 
subject.  What  is  Universalism  now  ?  It  is  this  one  great  central 
truth  of  Christianity,  that  in  the  fullness  of  times  God  will  bring 
all  mankind  to  holiness  and  happiness !  What  was  Universalism 
anciently  ?  What  was  it  when  preached  "  by  all  God's  holy 
prophets,"  by  the  Savior — the  Apostles — the  early  Christian  Fa- 
thers— the  eminent  men  in  the  church  since  the  Reformation — and 
by  Murray  in  our  land  l  It  was  that  God  would  in  the  fullness  of 
times  bring  all  men  to  holiness  and  happinees ! !  Universalism 
possesses  now,  every  element  it  ever  did.    It  is  the  same  now  that 

their  existence  shall  be  equal  to  (hat  of  the  blessed  God— especially  with  regard  te 
t/tt  duration  of  punishment  P* 
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it  ever  has  been.  It  has  nerer  changed  heretofore — it  will  nerer 
alter  hereafter.  It  is  the  same  now  it  will  be,  when  all  the  ran- 
somed sons  and  daughters  of  Adam  surround  the  throne  of  Infinite 
Love,  to  worship  God  forever !  I 

Yesterday  £lder  Holmes  said  he  believed  in  total  depravity.  To- 
day, he  seems  disposed  to  deny  the  doctrine. 

Mr.  Holmes. — Let  me  explain :  Take  man  as  he  is  now,  and 
divest  him  of  all  the  benehts  he  enjoys  throuj^h  the  vicarious 
atonement  of  Christ  and  the  efficacy  ox  the  Go&pel  light,  and  be  is 
totally  depraved. 

Mr.  Austin. — If  this  explanation  throws  any  light  upon  ou** 
minds,  it  is  that  £ldcr  Holmes  does  not  believe  men  are  now  totally 
depraved.  What  are  we  to  understand  then,  bv  his  vociferous 
declaration  yesterday,  that  he  did  believe  in  Total  Depravity ! ! 
But  his  explanation  only  makes  •*  confusion  worse  confounded." 
What  are  the  benefits  men  enjoy  from  the  vicarious  atonement  of 
of  Christ,  according  to  my  opponent's  doctrine  ?  They  are  salva- 
tion from  punishment  and  an  entrance  into  the  abodes  of  endless 
blessedness,  through  faith  in  the  merits  of  Jesus.  But  do  all  men 
exercise  this  faith  ?  Have  any  in  this  life  experienced  this  salva- 
tion, and  entered  the  abotles  of  felicity  ?  These  questions  must  be 
answered  in  the  negative.  Then,  they  have  not  enjoyed  the  ben- 
efits of  the  atonement ,  and  according  to  his  own  showing,  are 
now  totally  depraved.  Hence,  after  all,  the  Elder  does  in  fact, 
believe  in  total  depravity ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says,  that  infants  would  never  have  existed,  had  it 
not  been  for  tbf%  atonement  of  Christ ! .'  I  frankly  confess  this  is 
a  point  which  reaches  beyond  my  depth.  What  connection  the 
atonement  has  with  the  propagation  of  our  species — whether  my 
friend  believes  nobody  would  have  inhabited  the  earth  but  Adam 
and  Eve,  had  it  not  been  for  the  atonement — or  that  there  were  no 
infants  before  the  atonement  was  made — are  enigmas  beyond  my 
solution.  It  is  probable  the  partialist  clergy  have  some  peculiar 
views  on  this  subject,  to  which  we  heretics  are  strangers.  But  it 
seems  to  me  the  Elder's  declaration  has  reference  to  matters  which 
it  would  not  be  proper  to  discuss  before  this  audience. 

He  maintains  that  infants  born  since  the  death  of  Christ,  are 
justified  ;  and  that  if  they  die,  they  are  saved.  It  gives  me  plea- 
sure to  hear  him  admit  as  much  as  this.  But  what  is  the  condition 
of  infants  who  died  before  (he  death  of  Christ  ?  Does  he  say  the 
atonement  worked  backwards  ? 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  did  say  so. 

Mr.  Autsin. — Then  if  the  atonement  operated  both  for  the  pas 
and  the  future,  Sind  justified  all  infants  that  have  been  born,  therb 
has  never  been  any  depravity  in  the  human  heart  at  birth.     What 
becomes  of  Mr.  Hohnes*  decmration  that  he  did  believe  in  total  de- 
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pravity  ?    Moreover,  what  becomes  of  the  article  in  the  Methodist 
creed,  that  men  are  naturally  depraved  ?    They  both  vanish  into 
thiD  air !      Thus,  after  denying  and  ridicnHne  my  position,  that 
men  are  born  pure  and  innocent,  he  now  virtuaJly  allows  it  by  as- 
serting that  all  infants  are  justified,     if  they  are  justified,  they  are 
not  depraved.     Who  ever  heard  of  a  depraved  justified  being  ?     If 
they  are  not  depraved,  they  must  be  pure  and  innocent.     But  how 
is  it,  on  his  system  that  infants  are  justified  at  birth  ?    He  has  con- 
tended throughout  our  protracted  discussion,  iha,i  foilh  was  a]l-e&- 
sential  to  justification.     Many  times  he  has  reiterated  this  position. 
Can  infants  exercise/atYA  ?  He  will  not  claim  this  ability  for  them. 
Then  they  cannot  be  justified,  but  must  be  depraved,  and  when 
they  die,  they  necessarily  fall  into  endless  perdition,  according:  to 
the  admitted  rules  of  orthodoxy.    But  if  infants  can  be  justified 
without  faith,  then  all  men  can  be  justified  without  faith.     The  Bi- 
ble gives  us  no  knowledge  of  ttco  kinds  of  justification,  or  jastifi- 
cation  on  two  different  principles.     The  truth  is,  my  friend's  riews 
in  regard  to  depravity,  are  involved  in  inextricable  chaos. 

He  acknowledges  that  infants  are  saved.  If  on  growing  to 
adult  years,  men  become  exposed  to  eternal  misery,  would  it  not 
be  much  better  for  all  to  die  in  infancy ! — and  should  not  parents 
pray  that  their  children  may  be  removed  by  death  before  they  cross 
the  dangerous  line,  that  exposes  them  to  an  evil  so  terrible  ?  In 
this  view  of  the  case^  the  poor  crazed  mother — crazed  by  the  very 
doctrines  Elder  Holmes  is  advocating  in  this  debate — who  a  few 
Tears  since,  killed  three  of  her  little  childreu,  to  make  sure  of  their 
happiness  hereafter,  acted  on  principles  not  so  unreasonable  as 
mignt  appear  at  first  sight.  And  as  she  undoubtedly  believed  she 
could  repent,  and  meet  them  in  heaven,  there  was  at  least,  on  or- 
thodox principles,  not  a  little  *'  method  in  her  madness.*' 

My  opponent's  eigAf A  argument  in  the  affirmative^  is  drawn  from 
the  moral  turpitude  of  sin.  His  position  is  that  the  heinousness 
of  crime  is  increased  in  proportion  to  the  station  and  dignity  of  the 
being  against  whom  it  is  committed ;  and  the  result  of  his  argu- 
ment is,  that  as  God  is  infinite,  therefore  sin  is  an  infinite  evil,  and 
deserves  an  infinite  punishment.  This  is  not  a  strictly  safe  nor 
correct  rule>of  judging.  If  it  was,  then  to  steal  a  pin  from  a  mon- 
arch, would  be  far  more  heinous  than  to  rob  a  widow  and  her  or- 
phan children  of  all  their  little  possessions,  and  leave  them  to 
starve  ! !  But  allowing,  that  to  a  certain  degree,  the  magnitude  of 
crime  is  increased  by  the  dignity  of  the  being  sinned  against — al- 
lowing as  I  do,  that  sin  against  a  God  of  infinite  goodness,  is  more 
heinous  than  against  a  fellow-being — this  would  fall  far  short  of 
establishing  the  conclusion  that  sin  is  an  infnite  evil!  An  ofieoce 
cannot  derive  any  quality  from  the  natural  properties  of  the  being 
against  whom  it  is  committed.  An  ofience  against  a  strong  man, 
does  not  make  it  a  strong  offence,  nor  against  an  old  man  an  old 
offence.  It  is  as  absurd  to  insist  that  sin  is  an  infinite  evil,  becaase 
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enacted  against  an  infinite  God,  as  it  would  be  to  contend  that  sin 
is  omnipotent,  because  Deity  is  omnipotent!  The  magnitude  of 
acts  must  be  measured  by  the  power  and  capabilities  of  their  au- 
thors. An  effect  cannot  exceed  its  cause.  Man  is  finite,  and  all 
his  acts  must  necessarily  be  finite.  If  his  sinful  deeds  are  infinite 
because  committed  against  an  infinite  God,  his  good  deeds  must  al- 
so be  infinite,  because  enacted  in  favor  of  an  infinite  God.  To 
contend  that  sin  is  an  infinite  evil,  is  to  confound  all  degrees  in 
crime.  The  man  who  defrauds  to  the  amount  of  one  farthing, 
commits  an  infinite  sin,  and  of  course  is  as  guilty,  and  deserving  of 
as  much  punishment,  as  one  who  has  led  a  life  of  rapine  and  mur- 
der. For  any  number  of  sins  of  the  blackest  hue,  cannot  amount 
to  anything  more  than  one  sin  that  is  infinite.  This  notion  casts 
disparagement  on  the  Scriptures.  What  nonsense  to  insist  that 
every  man  shall  be  punished  according  to  his  deeds,  if  they  have 
all  alike  committed  infinite  sins  ! !  Thus  the  position  that  sin  is 
an  infinite  evil,  and  the  conclusions  drawn  from  it,  are  in  utter  vio- 
lence of  the  plainest  dictates  of  moral  philosophy  and  the  teach- 
ings of  the  Bible. 

The  passage  quoted  from  Heb.  x.  26,  27,  has  not  the  slightest 
relation  to  the  doctrine  in  support  of  which  Elder  Holmes  intro- 
duced it.  The  Apostle  was  speaking  in  reference  to  the  rejection 
of  Christ  by  the  Jews.  The  Creator  had  sent  his  only  son  to  be- 
come the  Mediator  between  God  and  man,  and  the  Savior  of  the 
world.  Jesus  had  attested  to  the  Jews  the  divine  authenticity  of 
his  mission  ••  by  miracles,  and  wonders,  and  signs,  which  God  did 
by  him,"  in  their  midst.  In  the  passage  under  consideration,  St. 
Paul  tells  them  that  if  they  reject  the  Messiah,  under  these  circum- 
stanceit,  they  will  subject  themselves  to  the  severest  punishments 
of  heaven,  and  that  their  Levilical  rights  and  sacrifices  will  avail 
them  nothing  by  way  of  escape.  The  validity  of  these  sacrifices 
had  been  done  away  with.  The  judgment  and  fiery  indignation  of 
which  they  were  forewarned,  consisted  in  the  overthrow  and  de- 
struction of  their  temple,  city  and  nation.  This  is  evident  from 
the  preceding  verse — "  And  so  much  the  more  as  YE  9ee  the  day 
approaching  r  Dr.  Adam  Clark  says  this  day^**  is  the  time  when 
Giod  would  come  and  pour  out  his  judgments  on  the  Jewish  na- 
tion." Dr.  Clark  also  says  in  reference  to  the  "fiery  indignation," 
mentioned  by  the  Apostle—"  Probably  the  Apostle  here  refers  to 
the  case  of  the  unbelieving  Jews  in  general,  as  in  chap.  vi.  to  the 
dreadful  judgment  that  was  coming  upon  them  ;  and  the  burning 
up  of  their  city  and  temple  by  fire.  •  •  •  •  •  To  that  na- 
tion therefore,  there  remained  no  other  sacrifice  for  sin ;  therefore 
the  dreadful  judgment  came  ;  the  fiery  indignation  was  poured  out, 
and  they,  as  adversaries  were  devoured  by  it."  This  is  the  opinion 
also  of  Hammond,  Lightfoot,  Cappe,  and  the  most  learned  com- 
mentators. Yet  Rev.  David  Holmes  in  the  face  of  these  facts,  en- 
deavors to  make  the  audience  believe  the  passage  has  reference 
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to  mankind  in  general,  and  to  the  final  condition  of  men  bereafler ! 
Most  profound  critic ! 

Elder  Holmes*  nintk  Argument  in  defence  of  Endless  Panish- 
ment,  is  that  it  is  not  opposed  to  the  M'^ral  Attributes  of  God.    It 
is  rather  a  sin8;ular  way  to  frame  an  affirmative  argument  in  a  neg' 
ative  form.     But  such  was  its  shape  as  he  uttered  it  in  bis  speech. 
He  is  rather  famous  for  this  bockward  way  of  going/orimrJ/afl 
our  bearers  will  recollect,  when  reminded  that  nine  of  hT&  affirma" 
tive  arguments  on  the  first  ruostion,  were  based  on  negative  princi- 
ples,    fn  regard  to  the  present  argument  he  thinks  facts  are  all  in 
his  favor.    It  is  astonishing  how  men's  perceptive  powers  become 
blinded,  and  their  intellect  fettered,  by  man-made  creeds !     Can  it 
be  possible  my  friend  is  in  earnest,  when  he  declares  ''facts  are 
all  in  favor"  of  this  argument ! !     What  facts !     I  insist  that  every 
fact  in  existence  tells  with  infinite  force  against  it.     So  far  from 
God's  moral  attributes  granting  their  sanction  in  favor  of  eternal 
woe,   I  maintain  every  attribute  pertaining  to  the  Grodhead,  is  ar- 
rayed in  eternal  contradiction  to  that  unholy  sentiment.  The  ground 
assumed  in  this  argument  is  wholly  unsupported.     I  challenge  El- 
der Holmes,   or  any  believer  in  infinite  wrath*  to  show  that  that 
sentiment  receives  the  sanction  of  even  one  of  the  attributes  of  the 
Most  High !     Which  one  will  he  select  ?      Will  any  man  in  his 
senses  maintain  that  God's  Love,  Goodness,  Benevolence,  or  Mer- 
cy, can  approbate  the  plunging  of  sentient  beings  into  ENDLESS 
A(JONYi  because  during  the  brief  years  of  this  life,  they  became 
no  blinded  and  deceived  as  to  fall  into  unbelief  and  sin  ?    Can  the 
Holiness  of  the  Creator  sanction  a  course  of  treatment  which 
would  result  iu  imortalizing  and  perpetuating  throughout  eternity, 
its  opposite,  sin  and  blasphemy  ?  Can  God's  Justice  decide  that  tbt 
deeds  of  three  score  years  and  ten,  equitably  deserve  a  punishment 
that  shall  endure  forever?    Can  it  assent  to  the  position  that  it  is 
right  that  beings  created   without  their  own  consent,  should  be 
forced  to  stand  upon  a  dizzy  precipice,  where  the  Creator  saw 
clearly  that  millions  would  fall  into  endless  burnings  ?    Can  infi- 
nite trisdom  yield  its  sanction  to  a  plan  of  procedure  which  will 
result  in  Jixing  in  eternal  rebellion  and  woe,  vast  throngs  of  be- 
ings, each  one  of  whom,  under  adequate  instructions,  and  influea- 
ces  faithfully  and  patiently  administered,  could  be  made  to  ascesd 
to  light  and  glory,  to  holiness  and  happiness  ?    Not  one  of  thetie 
attributes — not  one  of  God's  moral  characteristics — can  be  tortured 
into  the  approbation  of  a  doctrine  so  every  way  awful,  and  malig- 
nant, as  the  infinite  torture  of  a  human  being !     It  violates  the  first 
principles  of  our  common  sense,  to  imagine  that  a  perfect  Deitj 
would  introduce  a  race  of  beings  into  existence,  and  allow  them  4o 
run  into  a  condition  which  would  compel  him  to  perpetuate  through 
eternity,  every  thing  in  opposition  to  his  holiness,  goodness  and 
wisdom ! ! 
The  Elder  enlightens  us  in  regard  to  the  love  of  God  by  the  in- 
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formation  that  it  is  not  a  love  having  neither  eyes  nor  ears  /  /  This 
is  an  important  annunciation  for  which  we  are  all  bound  to  feel 
deeply  grateful.  Pray,  who  ever  imagined  such  to  be  the  nature 
of  God's  love?  The  Elder  seeks  to  sunder ihe  love  of  Omnipo- 
tence into  two  divisions,  which  he  denominates  the  love  of  Com- 
passion^ and  the  love  of  Complacency !  Nonsense !  To  what 
ridiculous  extremes  the  defenders  of  a  cruel  dogma  are  driven,  in 
their  phrenzied  attempts  to  dilute  the  mighty  principle  of  Infinite 
Love,  and  reduce  it  to — nothing !  Do  the  Scriptures  use  these 
senseless  phrases  when  they  speak  of  the  love  of  the  Father? 
Do  they  divide  and  sub-divide  God's  love,  and  teach  that  with  one 
kind  he  blesses  men,  and  with  another  kind  torments  them  forever  ? 
When  St.  John  declared  "  God  is  Love,"  why  did  he  not  conde- 
scend to  inform  us  whether  he  is  the  love  of  Complacency  or  the 
love  of  Compassion  7  There  is  but  one  moral  quality  which  can 
be  denominated  Love.  Rest  assured  Deity  does  not  dole  out  love 
of  one  description  to  this  man,  and  of  another  to  that  man ! !  He 
loves  all  with  the  same  love — and  that  is  a  GREAT  Love !  (see 
Eph.  ii.  4.)  True,  God  approbates  the  good  conduct,  and  disap' 
probates  the  evil  conduct  of  those  he  loves,  and  rewards  or  punish- 
es them  as  they  deserve.  But  the  fact  that  he  punishes  the  diso- 
bedient, does  not  indicate  an  absence  of  love  towards  them*  any 
more  than  the  chastisement  of  a  parent  proves  he  has  no  love  for 
his  wayward  son. 

As  to  the  childish  remark  that  God's  love  drowned  the  old 
world,  it  can  hardly  merit  notice.  The  Elder  believes  it  was  in 
hate  and  anger  that  God  removed  the  Antediluvians, and  destroyed 
the  lives  of  the  disobedient  in  other  instances.  I  insist  that  in 
these  events  he  was  moved  by  the  most  pure  and  benevolent  con- 
siderations— that  these  severe  chastisements  were  designed  for  the 
good  of  the  frail,  blind  and  erring  creatures,  who  had  fallen  into 
sin  !  I  submit  it  to  the  world  to  decide  which  view  most  accords 
with  the  character  of  God  as  a  wise,  holy  and  compassionate  being, 
whom  the  Scriptures  declare  to  be  the  **  God  of  Love." 

Mr.  Holmes  has  no  doubt  that  at  the  last  day,  there  will  be  a 
general  burst  of  admiration  from  holy  beings,  at  the  wisdom 
and  goodness  of  God's  ways ! !  Let  us  see  what  there  will  be  to 
admire,  according  to  his  doctrine.  The  Deity  created  a  vast  race 
of  intelligent  ofepring,  for  no  other  purpose,  but  to  cause  them 
to  become  holy  and  happy.  This  was  his  Desire,  his  Design, 
his  Will,  his  Flan  ! !  But  when  he  attempts  to  carry  an  object 
so  worthy  into  execution,  he  meets  with  an  almost  TOTAL  DE- 
FEAT ! !  His  Desire  is  unsatisfied — his  Design  is  thwarted — 
his  Will  is  unfulfilled — and  innumerable  throngs  whom  he  ex- 
pected would  rise  up  to  rival  Gabriel  in  holiness  and  love,  sink 
down  to  the  eternal  companionship  of  devils,  to  howl  out  impre- 
cations and  blasphemies  at  their  Creator  in  endless  wretched- 
ness ! !     And  this,  my  friend  thinks,  will  cause  a  general  burst 
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of  ADMIRATION ! !  In  whose  heart  can  snch  an  issue  inspire 
admiration  1  It  may  in  the  hearts  of  demons !  It  can  in  none 
other ! !  But  in  the  last  great  day,  when  Jesus  shall  have  ac- 
complished his  mediatorial  mission — when  he  shall  have  brought 
all  mankind  to  repentance,  holiness,  reconciliation  to  God — when, 
victorious  over  sin  and  death,  the  Restorer  and  Savior  of  the  en- 
tire family  of  man,  he  shall  deliver  up  the  kingdom  into  the 
hands  of  the  Father,  and  God  shall  become  ALL  in  ALL ! ! — then 
indeed  will  there  be  such  a  burst  of  ADMIRATION — such  re- 
joicing— such  triumphant  exultation — from  all  intelb'gencies,  as 
was  never  before  heard  even  in  heaven  ! !  There  will  then  be 
something  toorthy  to  excite  the  highest  admiration — the  most  cx- 
tatic  joy ! !  Surely  the  salvation  of  all  men  must  excite  more 
admiration  andyoy,  than  the  salvation  of  a  part,  with  the  endless 
wretchedness  of  ihe  remainder ! ! ! 

My  friend's  tenth  Argument  in  the  affirmative,  is  based  on  Hu- 
man Probation.  The  sum  of  the  argument  is,  that  mankind  in 
this  life,  are  on  probation  for  another  existence  ;  and  that  their 
condition  hereafter  and  forever,  will  depend  on  their  proceedings 
here.  I  think  my  friend  does  not  give  a  full  view  of  his  theory 
on  this  subject.  When  clearly  understood,  his  doctrine  teaches 
that  man  is  not  on  probation  through  his  life,  but  only  at  the 
hour  of  his  death.  Any  course  of  conduct  he  pursues  through 
life,  can  have  no  effect  on  his/(^ur«  condition,  unless  the  last 
hour  is  of  the  same  description.  If  he  lives  VLri^hteous  life,  and 
sins  in  the  last  hour,  he  is  lost  forever !  If  he  lives  a  wicked  life, 
and  repents  the  last  hour,  he  is  happy  forever !  The  conduct 
throughout  life  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  condition  after  death, 
accoriing  to  orthodoxy.  The  hour  preceding  death  is  all  the 
probation  which  has  etfect  upon  the  future.  Can  any  man  in  his 
senses,  believe  an  infinitely  wise  God  would  peril  the  infinite 
welfare  of  his  children^  upon  the  state  of  things  during  the  run- 
ning out  of  the  last  sands  of  human  life  ^ 

I  am  a  decided  believer  both  in  probation  and  retribution.  Bat 
I  insist  they  go  much  nearer  togetner,  than  my  friend  does.  Maji 
to-day.  is  on  probation,  to  a  certain  degree,  for  to-morrow.  When 
he  does  wrong  retribution  is  at  hand,  to  give  him  bis  just  due.  I 
do  not  believe  man  is  on  probation  in  such  a  sense,  as  that  his 
eternal  destiny  depends  upon  his  doings  at  any  given  period  of 
time.  My  friend  can  bring  no  evidence  from  the  scriptures  in 
support  of  such  a  theory.  Every  attempt  has  involved  him  only  in 
the  predicameni  of  wresting  the  word  of  God  from  its  plain  im- 
port. And  surely  moral  philosophy,  reason,  analogy,  ^ive  no 
Bupport  to  such  a  theory.  While  administering  a  just  punishment 
for  all  sin,  wherever  committed,  whether  in  this  world  or  the  next, 
the  wise  and  benevolent  Ruler  of  the  Universe,  has  never  put  it 
beyond  the  power  of  the  beings  he  has  formed,  while  in  any  state 
of' existence,  to  recover  from  past  faults  and  imperfections,  and 
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fintl  the  way  to  better,  higher  and  happier  paths !  God  will  nerer 
compel  men  to  be  happy  by.  physical  force.  Bat  in  this  world, 
and  in  every  state  of  existence,  happiness  will  be  always  within 
the  redc-'i  of  all  his  intelligent  offspring.  Whenever  they  forsake 
sin,  and  error,  and  seek  and  practice  truth,  uprightness  and  holi- 
ness, they  can  enter  upon  the  happiness  of  which  these  moral  qual- 
ities are  ever  the  unfailing  fountains ! ! 

The  Eider  complains  that  I  have  not  •*  marched  up**  to  the  fun- 
damental principles  of  his  arguments.  This  is  decidedly  cool  f 
After  the  shuffling  course  he  pursued  on  the  negative  of  the  sec- 
ond question — alter  doJging  the  vital  point  on  nearly  every  argu- 
ment I  offered  on  the  affirmative  of  that  question,  and  seeking  to 
conceal  his  evasions  by  redundant  verbiage,  deceptive  syllogisms, 
and  a  pompous  display  of  the  most  sophistical  logic — after  at- 
temptmg  to'go  over  the  whole  ground  the  second  lime,  in  his  clo- 
sing speech,  in  the  vain  hope  of  compelling  people  to  adopt  his 
bare-faced  sophistries,  through  the  mere  force  of  repetition — after 
all  this,  he  gravely  turns  and  charges  me,  with  failing  to  march 
up  to  ^e  fundamental  principles  of  his  arguments  ! !  Why,  dear 
man,  you  have  not  introduced  an  argument,  to  which  I  have  not 
paid  all  the  attention  it  CQuld  possibly  claim,  and  to  some  of  them 
much  more  than  they  were  deservmg  of.  As  to  •*  fundamental 
principles,"  if  in  any  instance  I  have  not  marched  up  to  them,  it 
was  because  there  were  none.  The  trouble  with  my  friend  is, 
that  he  does  not  seem  to  possess  the  ability  to  distinguish  between 
a  sheer  assumption  and  a  true  argument.  And  he  imagines  all  the 
people  are  as  (leficient  in  this  respect  as  himself.  Hence  while  I 
have  utterly  exposed  the  sophistry — the  false  assumption — on 
which  an  argument  is  built,  he  thinks,  and  very  honestly  perhaps, 
that  his  argument  is  untouched  ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  refers  once  more  to  death,  as  the  penalty  of  the  vi- 
olation of  God*8  law.     He  inquires  if  there  is  an  element  of  life  in 
death  ?     I  have  already  shown  that  in  moral  death  there  is  an  ele- 
ment of  life.     This  is  made  certain  by  the  fact  that  the  wicked  re- 
form.    If  there  was  not  this  element  of  life —  if  moral  death  was 
a  total  extinction  of  moral  life,  then  a  wicked  qian  could  never  re- 
form, except  by  aid  of  a  direct  miracle  worked  by  Omnipotence 
himself.    In  this  case,  of  what  avail  all  warnings,  threatenings,  ex- 
hortations and  entreaties,  to  induce  sinners  to  turn  from  thei 
wickedness!    It  would  be  entirely  beyond  their  power f    The 
could  no  more  repent,  than  they  could  make  a  new  world.    Thu 
it  is  seen  by  all,  that  the  Elder's  position  on  this  subject  is  nothin 
else  than  the  doctrine  of  total  depravity  \  and  to  be  consistent,  h 
shouli  contend  repentance  is  the  fruit  of  the  irresistible  influence 
pf  the  Holy  Spirit.     Here,  again,  the  Elder  runs  himself  directly 
into  the  very  depths  of  the  most  ultra  Calvinism — which,  indeed, 
is  but  h]a.nK  fatcUism  f  f    It  is  a  fact  susceotible  of  the  clearest 
proof,  that  Methodism  itself,  is  after  all,  Calvinietic  in  its  funda- 
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mental  principles,  and  possesses  all  the  worst  features  of  Calvin - 
ism.  It  declares  in  its  Articles  of  Faith,  that  '*  man  cannot  turn 
and  prepare  himself,  by  bis  ovirn  natural  strength ^od  works,  to 
faith  and  calling  upon  God  "  and  that  he  has  "  no  power  to  do 
good  works,  pleasant  and  acceptable  to  God,"  without  the  grace 
of  God  assisting  him !  Hence  those  who  actually  repent,  do  so, 
not  by  their  own  power,  but  by  the  assistance  of  God*8  grace. 
And  the  only  reason  why  others  do  not  repent,  but  continue  in 
sin,  and  fall  into  endless  woe,  is  simply  because  God  was  not 
pleased  to  assist  them  by  his  grace  !  VNThat  is  this,  I  ask  every 
reflecting  man,  but  Calvinism  in  all  its  odiousness  / 

I  repeat,  there  is  an  element  of  life  in  moral  death.  How  often 
do  men  reform  from  the  basest  habits  and  practices,  and  become 
morally,  new  beings,  and  this  top,  frequently  even  without  any 
pretence  of  aating  under  religious  influences.  Does  not  this  show 
an  inherent  element  of  moral  life  in  all  hearts  ?  And  when  the 
wicked  are  reformed  under  the  higher  and  better  influences  of  re- 
ligious instruction,  it  is  not  done  by  any  miraculous  interposition, 
or  by  the  impartinj^  of  any  new  power  to  the  human  soul,  but  by 
awakening — bringmg  into  activity — an  element  of  moral  life, 
which  God  had  already  placed  in  every  soul,  and  which  nothing 
can  wholly  obliterate.  What  does  the  Apostle  mean,  when  he 
says — "  You  hath  he  quickened  who  were  dead  in  trespasses  and 
sins  ?"  Again — "  But  God  who  is  rich  in  mercy,  for  his  great 
love  wherewith  he  loved  us,  even  when  we  wered^tu/  in  sins,  hath 
quickened  as  together  with  Christ."  To  *'  quicken,"  is  not  to  add 
new  powers,  but  it  is  to  resuscitate,  revive,  bring  into  action,  that 
moral  power  which  is  already  in  the  heart. 

The  Elder  declares  that  the  Deaths  which  the  scriptures  declare 
shall  be  destroyed,  is  physical  death— the  death  of  the  body — and 
not  moral  death.  If  his  doctrine  is  true,  why  should  physical 
death  be  destroyed,  in  respect  to  the  wicked  ?  VVhy  should  they 
be  raised  to  life,  if  that  life  would  be  one  of  endless  torture  ? 
Why  not  allow  the  wretched  creatures  to  sleep  on  in  non-entity  ? 
How  abhorrent  the  idea  that  God  will  compel  his  blinded  children 
to  live  again,  only  to  have  an  opportunity  to  torment  them  for- 
ever !  1  Yet  this  sentiment  is  the  central  principle  of  modern  or- 
thodoxy ! !  What  proof  has  Mr.  Holmes  given  us  that  physical 
death  only^  is  to  be  destroyed  ?  His  assertion — nothing  more! ! 
I  maintain,  that  those  passages  which  declare  death  shall  be  des- 
troyed, include  not  only  fia/nra/,  but  moral  death — they  declare 
the  extinction  of  death  of  every  description.  The  original  Greek 
word  rendered  deaths  both  pkyifical  and  morale  is  **M<ina/o$." 
That  this  word  is  used  to  signify  moral  death,  may  be  seen  in  the 
following  passages,  and  many  others  that  might  be  quoted. — 
•*  Know  ye  not,  that  to  whom  ye  yield  yourselves  servants,  to 
obey,  his  servants  ye  are  to  whom  ye  obey  ;  whether  of  ein  unto 
death,  [thanaton]  or  of  obedience  unto  righteousness.'* — (Rom.  vi. 
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16.)  **  Verily,  verily  I  say  unto  you,  he  that  heareth  my  word, 
and  believeth  on  him  that  sent  me,  hatk  everlasting  life,  and  shall 
not  come  into  condemnation,  but  is  passed  from  death  [thanatou'\ 
unto  life." — (John  v.  24.)  No  one  will  doubt  that  in  these  passa- 
ges moral  death  is  intended.  Now  it  is  this  same  death,  [thana- 
tos]  that  is  to  be  destroyed. — "  The  last  enemy  that  shall  be  des- 
troytdM  death."— .[<Aana/05]—(l  Cor.  xv.  26.)  *•  Death  [thanatos^ 
is  swallowed  up  in  victory !  O  death,  \thanaie]  where  is  thy 
sting?** — (1.  Cor.  xv.  54,  55.)  This  testimony  must  be  sufficient 
to  satisfy  every  mind  that  the  Bible  teaches  the  destruction  of 
both  tmral  and  physical  death.  Hence  the  only  form  in  which 
Elder  Holmes  claims  that  pnnishment  can  be  administered  forever, 
will  in  due  time,  be  destroyed  !  / 

I  proceed  to  my  tentk  Negative  Argument.  Endless  Punish- 
ment represents  God  as  violating  in  nis  own  proceedings,  the 
Moral  Principles  he  has  enjoined  on  his  creatures.  The  Savior 
says — "  Ye  have  heard  that  it  hath  been  said,  Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbor  and  hate  thine  enemy.  But  I  say  unto  you,  love  your 
ENEMIES ;  bless  them  that  curse  you  ;  do  good  to  them  that  hate 
you,  and  pray  for  them  that  despitefully  use  you,  and  persecute 
you.  That  ye  may  be  the  children  [the  imitators]  of  your  Father 
which  is  in  heaven.  For  he  maketh  his  sun  to  rise  on  the  evil 
and  on  the  good,  and  sendeth  rain  on  the  just  and  the  unjust.  * 
•  •  Be  ye  therefore  perfect,  even  as  your  Father  which  is  in 
heaven  is  perfect." — (Matt.  v.  43-48.)  St  Paul  utters  a  similar 
injunction — "  Be  not  overcome  of  evil ;  but  overcome  evil  with 
ffood.**--(Rom.  xii.  21.)  Here  is  the  Rule  of  conduct  which  God 
has  enjoined  on  mankind.  Mark  !  We  are  not  to  return  good 
for  evil  and  love  for  hatred,  a  short  time^  and  then  render  hatred 
for  hatred  during  the  remainder  of  our  intercourse  with  our  ene- 
mies. But  returning  good  for  evil  is  to  be  the  Standing  Rule  of 
our  existence.  The  moral  philosophy,  the  beauty,  sublimity  and 
perfection  of  this  principle,  has  received  the  sanction  and  admira- 
tion of  all  pure  minds  in  ever}'  age.  It  is  one  of  the  chief  charac- 
teristics which  distinguish  the  Christian  religion  from  all  other 
systems,  and  is  one  of  the  most  convincing  evidences  of  its  divine 
authenticity. 

How  does  the  doctrine  of  endless  misery  represent  God  as  pro- 
ceeding in  his  intercourse  with  sinful  man  ?  According  to  this 
principle  ?  No  ;  but  in  direct  CONTRADICTION  of  it !  It  de- 
clares that  he  will  love  his  enemies  for  a  short  season — that  he 
will  bless  those  who  curse  him,  for  a  few  years — that  he  will 
do  good  to  them  that  hale  him  during  this  brief  life  ! — but  that  he 
wi  1  afterwards  tnrn  with  fury  upon  them,  and  hate,  curse,  and 
iormcuX  forever  all  who  hate  and  curse  him  ! !  This  doctrine  re- 
presents God  as  endeavoring  for  a  short  period,  to  overcome  evil 
with  good.  This  is  correct  so  far.  But  it  goes  farther,  and  in- 
sists that  Deity  soon  wearies  of  practicing  on  this  noble  and  per- 
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feet  principle  ;*  and  ere  long  entirely  changes  his  method  of  pR>- 
cedure,  and  returns  evil  for  €vU,  and  torath  for  wraths  tbroughoat 
the  ceaseless  ages  of  eternity  ! !  We  protest  against  this  most  ab- 
horrent view  of  the  moral  principles  of  the  holy  God !  The  doc- 
trine which  asserts  it,  is  a  libel  on  religion — casting  as  it  does, 
the  darkest  stigma  on  the  character  of  the  Most  High.  It  Brakes 
the  Creator  act  on  the  same  low,  base  and  malicious  principles 
that  the  Savior  in  condemnatory  terms  charges  on  the  publicaDs  of 
old~-of  loving  only  those  who  love  them,  and  hating  in  return  all 
who  hate  them.  This,  indeed,  is  the  fundamental  error  of  all  the 
sects  of  so-called  Evangelists — ^in  representing  that  God  through- 
out eternity,  after  this  brief  life  is  closed,  will  love  and  bless  those 
alone  who  love  and  bless  him  ! !  In  this,  they  subject  the  Deity 
to  the  censure  of  his  own  Son.  Christ  says,  <*  Ii  ye  love  them 
that  love  you,  what  reward  have  you  ?  Do  not  even  the  publi- 
cans the  same  ?** — (Malt.  v.  46.)  If  Ood  hereafter  will  forever 
love  them  only  who  love  him,  what  better  is  he,  or  how  more  per- 
fect than  frail  man?  The  publicans,  the  worst  of  men,  can  love 
those  who  love  them.  Is  God  no  better,  no  more  perfect  than 
they  ?  Does  he  act  on  no  higher  principles  than  the  brute — the 
savag^e — the  most  base  and  depraved  of  men  ?  Words  fail  of  ex- 
pressing the  utter  detestation  with  which  a  doctrine  should  be 
viewed,  which  thus  degrades  the  holiest  and  best  of  beings,  in  his 
principles  of  action,  to  an  equality  with  the  most  ignorant  and 
sinful  among  men.  What  further  evidence  can  be  required  oi  the 
entice  FALSITY  of  a  sentiment,  than  that  it  thus  deliberately 
charges  our  Heavenly  Father  with  violating  through  eternity,  the 
most  perfect  and  lovely  moral  principle  enjoined  on  himian  beings  ? 
My  eleventh  Negative  Argument,  is  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment  represents  God  as  perpetuating  voluntarily^  nesd- 
LE88LT,  and  forever^  that  which  is  in  opposition  to  his  own  na- 
ture, and  to  the  welfare  of  his  creatures.  That  those  whom  par- 
tialism  declares  will  be  lost,  will  sin  and  blaspheme  forever,  is  the 
belief  of  all  the  defenders  of  Endless  Punishment.  The  evangel- 
ical  President  Edwards,  in  bis  sermon  entitled  "  Men  natwralltf 
God's  enemies,^'  says  of  those  who  will  be  driven  to  hell — **  then 
will  you,  as  a  serpent,  spit  poison  at  God,  and  vent  your  mge  and 
malice  in  fearful  btaspiiemies.  Out  of  that  mouth,  out  of  which 
when  you  open  it,  will  proceed  flames,  will  also  proceed  dreadful 
blasphemies  against  God.  That  same  tongue,  to  cool  which  you 
will  wish  for  a  drop  of  water,  will  be  eternallif  employed  in  curs- 
ing and  blaspheming  God  and  Christ"  Now  as  the  Creator  it 
infinitely  holy  and  happy,  blasphemy  and  misery  are  the  di- 
rect opposites  of  his  nature.  In  placing  his  creatures  where  they 
would  be  involved  in  endless  sin  and  agony,  he  perpetuates  and 
enstamps  with  immortality,  not  only  that  which  is  in  opposition  to 
himself,  but  that  which  is  the  most  aitful  and  disgusting  of  all 
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things ! !  If  this  state  of  things  will  exist,  Jehovah  not  only  per- 
mits it,  but  ordains  it,  and  perpetuates  it,  voluntaHly  //  He  per- 
petuates  it,  by  perpetuating  the  existence  of  a  being  who  sins  and 
olasphemes  forever  ! !  Ttie  sinner  in  hell  could  not  exist  without 
the  direct  aid  of  the  Deity.  His  being  can  be  prolonged  only  by 
a  strength,  a  power,  immediately  and  continually  imparted  to  him 
or  rather  forced  upon  him,  by  the  Creator.  It  would  still  only  be 
*•  in  €rod,"  that  he  could  *•  live,  move,  and  have  his  being.*'  Were 
Jehovah  to  withdraw  his  presence,  and  withhold  the  li^-sustain- 
ing  power  he  imparts,  for  but  a  single  moment,  the  sinner  would 
instantly  drop  into  utter  annihilaUon  !  If  his  existence  is  pro- 
longed through  eternity,  it  will  be  because  God  compels  him  to 
live.  And  all  for  what  ?  That  the  miserable  wretch  whom  Dei- 
ty himself  breathed  into  life  may  writhe  in  agony  and  blaspheme 
forever  ! ! 

If  God  thus  perpetuates  sin  and  woe  through  etemitv,  he  must 
do  it  VOLUNTARILY  !  Is  he  not  at  the  head  of  the'^Universe  ? 
Is  he  not  above  all,  and  independent  of  all  ?  Is  not  his  will  done 
both  in  heaven  and  in  earth  ?  Does  he  not  act  voluntarily  in  all 
his  wave  ?  What  power  can  compel  him  or  induce  h]m  to  do  dif- 
ferent from  his  own  desires,  his  own  purposes,  his  own  pleasure  7 
If  any  such  power  there  is,  then  that  Power  is  God,  and  the  god 
we  have  been  worshipping  is  a  subordinate  being !  But  there  is 
no  such  Power.  I  am  aware  my  opponent's  system  attempts  to 
create  a  Power  of  this  description — declaring  that  MAN  compels 
God  to  frustrate  his  own  intentions,  disappoint  his  own  desires, 
and  violate  his  own  will.  This  virtually  makes  man  independent 
of,  his  Creator,  so  far  as  his  final  destiny  is  concerned,  and  Deity 
dependent.  In  other  words  it  makes  the  CREATURE  to  be  God, 
and  God  to  be  the  creature!!  But  how /a/5f  is  such  a  theory. 
Jehovah  is  God  over  all !  He  does  his  will,  and  acts  after  his 
own  pleasure,  at  all  times,  and  with  all  beings.  Hence  if  he  per- 
petuates the  sinnefs  existence  forever,  with  his  blasphemy  and 
wretchedness,  he  does  it  voluntarily  ! 

Moreover,  1  maintain  that 'such  a  perpetuation  of  sin  and  woe, 
would  be  needless!!  What  need  can  there  he  of  prolonging  and 
immortalizing  that  which  is  so  wicked  and  horrid  in  its  nature  ? 
Do  you  say  that  Justice  requires  it  i  I  deny  the  position.  Pure 
Justice  cannot  demand  endless  punishment  for  temporary  sin  !  Pure 
Justice  cannot  require  a  state  of  wretchedness,  which  aims  at  no 
gcod^  eventuates  in  no  benefit  to  any  created  or  living  thing! !  It 
It*  CRUELTY  which  requires  this.  Do  you  say  there  is  need  of 
rieinal  woe  as  an  «aan?p/«?  Example  to  whom,"  and  for  what? 
To  the  saints  in  heaven  ^  Is  hell  so  near  the  celestial  abodes, 
that  saints  can  behold  the  agonies  of  the  damned,  and  bear  their 
wailings  ?  And  if  it  is,  can  it  be  necessary  for  the  dwellers  in 
Leaven  to  have  sxuh  a  spectacle  constantly  before  them  ?  What 
kind  of  SAINTS  must  those  be  who  cannot  be  kept  in  restraint 
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and  obeiienee,  without  beholding  eontinually  millions  of  fellovr- 
beingd  writhing  in  agonies  before  their  eyes — among  whom,  too, 
they  may  8ee  their  fathers,  mothers,  brothers,  sisters,  sons  and 
(laughters  ?  What  kind  of  saints  are  those  who  cannot  chant  the 
praises  of  God,  except  their  songs  are  accompanied  by  a  yast  oho* 
rus  of  screams,  imprecations  and  blasphemies  from  countless  mul- 
titudes of  wretched  spirits  ?  Oh  God !  what  views  to  entertain  of 
Heavei))  and  of  those  who  dwell  there  ! !  Vet  this  is  pure  £VAX^ 
GlflLlCAL  doctrine  ! !  It  is  the  doctrine  that  was  advocated  by 
£dwards,  the  father  of  American  Revivalists !  It  is  a  state  of 
things  legitimately  drawn  from  the  teachings  of  partialist  creeds 
as  now  existing,  notwithstanding  their  advocates  are  exceedingly 
anxiouA  to  conceal  it ! ! 

I  contend  that  such  a  state  cannot  be  necessary  as  an  example. 
Grod  would  prefer  that  his  erring  children  should  fall  into  annihi- 
lation, rather  than  live  forever  only  to  writhe  in  anguish  and  sin ! 
What  harm  could  it  do,  to  allow  those  cast  away  in  a  future  world 
to  fall  at  length  into  the  sleep  of  non-entity,  where  all  their  sins, 
and  blasphemies,  and  woes  would  cease  ?  Yea,  still  better,  what 
harm  would  it  do,  to  allow  them  to  repent,  return  to  God,  and  be- 
come obedient  and  loving  children !  Would  it  injure  God,  or 
Christ,  or  angels,  or  saints,  or  any  beings  in  the  universe  ?  Why 
not  allow  it  then  ?  Archbishop  Whately  says,  **  If  we  are  to  mea- 
suie  the  dealings  of  God  by  the  standard  of  our  own  reason,  we 
fihall  find  ourselves  at  a  loss  to  explain  any  future  punishment  at 
all;  for  it  is  certain  that  the  object  proposed  by  human  punish- 
ments, is  iht  prevention  of  future  crimes,  by  holding  out  a  terror 
to  transgressors.  We  punish  a  man,  not  because  he  has  oflended, 
but  that  others  may  be  deterred  from  offending  by  his  example. 
Now  how  any  such  purpose  can  be  answered  by  tbe  future  pun- 
ishment of  the  wicked,  whether  for  a  time  or  forever,  we  can  by 
no  means  conceive !"  This  single  sentence  shows  that  the  Arch- 
bishop must  have  had  doubts  of  the  endless  perpetuity  of  punish- 
ment. In  conclusion,  I  ask,  must  not  that  doctrine  be  false,  which 
thus  represents  a  holy,  good  and  merciful  Grod,  as  voluntarily  ^nA 
needlessly  perpetuating  that  which  is  in  direct  opposition  to  his 
own  nature,  and  which  would  forever  be  a  blot  on  the  face  of  his 
fair  creation  ? — [  Time  expired. 


[MR.  HOLMES^  SEVENTH  SPEECH.] 

I  confess,  Messrs.  Moderators,  I  have  never  known  a  man  as 
successful  as  Mr.  Austin,  in  keeping  up  an  incessant  stream  of 
words,  without  seeming  to  have  a  distinct  object,  or  arriving  at 
any  fixed  or  definite  conclusions.  Thus  far,  though  my  friend 
says  much  about  hating,  detesting,  abhorring  the  doctrine  for 
which  I  contend,  and,  with  *•  great  swelling  words,"  expatiates 
')on  the  glories  of  Universalism  ;  yet,  neither  in  the  objections 
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to  the  formfir,  nor  the  proofs  which  support  tke  latter,  doea  ho 
pursue  a  consecutive  and  harmonious  course  of  argument,  or 
commit  himself  to  any  facts  or  principles  from  which  he  does 
not  feel  at  perfect  liberty  to  quibble  ana  fly,  as  often  as  it  serves 
hispurpose. 

The  audience  know  very  well,  that  I  have  at  different  times 
during  this  discussion,  pressed  upon  his  attention  certain  ques- 
tions vitally  connected  with  the  subjects  at  issue  between  us. 
lie  has  sometimes  evaded  the  point,  by  calling  it  irrelevant  mat- 
ter, and  sometimes,  when  pres^d  too  closely,  has  partly  admit- 
ted and  partly  denied,  and  passed  off  the  subject  in  an  ambigu- 
ous and  hypothetical  way.  When  I  argue  on  supposition  that 
he  denies  all  future  punishment,  he  seeks  to  avoid  my  conclu- 
sions by  seeming  to  admit  it,  and  when  1  proceed  to  take  advan- 
tage of  that  seeming  admission,  he  wheels  about  and  talks  as 
though  he  regarded  the  idea  of  punishment  in  the  future  world 
a  perfect  absurdity.  Thus,  he  flies  about  and  shifts  his  ground, 
as  often  as  the  necessities  of  his  case  require.  It  would  certainly 
he  more  pleasant  to  debate  with  a  man  who  knew  his  where- 
abouts, and  would  stand  his  ground  ;  yet  1  do  not  mention  these 
things  by  way  of  complaint — my  object  is  to  bring  out  the  cha- 
racter 01  Universal  ism,  and  the  nature  of  its  defence. 

Though  the  gentleman's  sole  instrumental  dependence  for  the 
rinal  salvation  of  all  men,  is  on  the  reformative  virtue  and  influ- 
ence of  punishment,  yet,  to  this  hour,  he  has  given  us  no  clear, 
well  dehned  facts  or  principles  in  regard  to  it.  He  talks  as 
though  it  were  the  greatest  absurdity  imaginable  not  to  believe 
it,  but  has  failed  to  inform  us  of  the  time,  place,  and  means  which 
are  to  mark  and  define  the  achievement  of  this  object.  So  loose 
and  general  has  he  been  in  his  harangues  upon  this  subject,  that 
he  has  not  told  us  even,  whether  God's  punishments  are  all  in- 
flicted in  this  life,  or  partly  inflicted  after  the  death  of  the  body; 
nor  whether  there  is  in  the  future  state  a  place  of  punishment. 
Now,  if  I  am  to  believe  this  doctrine  of  universal  salvabon  by 
puMtshmsni,  I  must  know,  I  have  a  right  to  know,  something 
that  is  satisfactory  of  the  lime»  the  place,  and  the  whole  "  mo- 
dut  operandi. ^^  If  I  can  know  nothing  of  this,  then  I  can  have 
no  real  ground  for  believing  the  theory,  and  I  cast  it  from  me  as 
■  unworthy  of  my  confidence. 

Moreover,  as  the  gentleman  has  denominated  his  way  to  hea- 
ven a  Macademized  road,  I  have  aright  to  know  something  of  its 
nature,  in  what  direction  it  runs,  and  where  it  terminates.  Does 
it  connect  the  death-bed  immediately  with  the  joys  of  Paradise  1 
or  does  it  disappoint  the  hopes  of  the  traveller  by  leading  off  in- 
to the  bogs  and  swamps  of  eternity  ?  If  so.  does  it  pass  safely 
the  great  gulf  which  separates  heaven  from  hell  ?  I  wish  this 
information,  also,  that  I  may  institute  a  comparison  between  this 
Macademized  road,  and  tliat  '*  new  and  living  way"  opened  by 
25 
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the  •*  Wood  of  the  CToae,"  throti^  which  we  are  invited  to  ap- 
proach the  Father  of  spirits,  and  receive  everlasting  life. 

I  have  defined  endless  punishment,  or  misery,  as  embracing 
two  elements.  I,  a  loss  of  the  positive  blessings  of  heaven ; 
2,  a  consciousness  of  positive  unhappiness,  arising  from  the 
operation  oi  depraved  passion,  and  the  relation  sustained  to  the 
divine  law  and  government.  Mr.  Austin's  descriptions  for  effect 
are  all  based  upon  an  extreme  view,  and  what  I  would  call  an 
abuse  of  the  doctrine. 

I  slated  to  you  when  T  commenced  the  discussion  of  this  (question, 
that  there  were  two  extremes  into  which  men  had  run  m  refer- 
ence to  the  doctrine  involved.  One,  the  result  of  depravity — 
the  infidelity  of  the  heart ;  the  other,  of  fanatical  extravagance, 
arising  from  meditations  on  a  fearful  Bible  truth.  One  class  re* 
jecting  the  whole  subject  as  groundless  and  unworthy  of  cre- 
dence, with  as  much  self-complacency  as  Voltaire  or  Paine  re- 
jected the  Bible-^the  other,  laying  aside  discrimination,  and  giv- 
ing a  loose  rein  to  the  imagination,  arraying  the  subject  in  the 
most  revolting'  dress,  by  empuoying  figures  the  most  frightful  and 
horrid,  and  indulging  in  descriptions  conceivable  only  by  a  vivid 
and  eccentric  imagination.  Into  the  first  of  these  extremes,  Uni- 
versalists  have  plunged,  and  others  not  known  by  that  name — 
;he  last  has  been  reached  by  some  good  men,  though  not  very 
safe  or  consistent  theologians.  The  truth  undoubtedly  lies  be- 
tween these  two  extremes.  The  doctrine  in  question  is  true  and 
important,  but  rational  and  consistent  ]  and  sustains  a  relation 
to  the  character  of  God—the  principles  of  his  government — and 
the  constitution  of  roan,  which  cannot  be  disregarded  without 
impiety,  and  should  not  be  trifled  with  by  a  wild  and  inventive 
imadnation. 

Mr.  Austin,  as  was  anticipated,  has  attempted  to  make  capital 
of  the  extravagant  descriptions  indulged  in  by  some,  on  the  sub- 
ject at  issue  between  us.  As  every  man  of  sense  must  know, 
if  he  will  reflect  a  moment,  that  all  this  verbiage  possesses  not 
the  weight  of  a  feather,  in  determining  the  real  merits  of  the 

? question,  Mr.  Austin  must  have  some  object  in  view,  aside 
rom  the  purposes  of  honorable  controversy.  The  object  seems 
to  be,  to  excite  prejudice,  divert  attention,  and  mystify  the  mind. 
Hsnce,  you  have  seen  the  gentleman  has  closed  up  nearly  every 
speech  he  has  made,  with  some  flourish  of  this  kind,  embracing 
the  most  wild  and  extravagant  bombast. 

I  am  not  here  as  an  apologist  for  any  vagaries  of  the  imagi- 
nation, on  this  or  any  other  subject.  1  believe  they  are  alwayt 
out  of  place.  It  is  enough  to  present  the  subject  of  present, 
future,  and  endless  punishment  as  the  Bible  presents  it — to 
preach  to  the  people  that  they  are  lost,  and  must  remain  so,  un- 
less they  fly  to  Christ  as  the  only  hope  of  the  guilty — that  un- 
less they  repent  and  turn  to  God  in  faith  and  holy  obedience, 
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they  can  have  no  rational  hope  of  ever  entering  or  enjoying  th* 
iLingdom  of  heaven.  This  is  my  course,  and  so  far  as  I  know, 
it  is  the  general  course  of  orthodox  ministers,  and  it  is  a  rational 
and  scriptural  course. 

I  do  not  wonder  that  Mr.  Austin  should  display  bo  much  anx- 
iety to  harrow  up  the  feelings,  and  work  upon  the  83rrapathies  of 
this  assembly,  when  I  reflect  upon  the  weakness  of  his  argo- 
tfientB — the  perfect  case  with  which  I  have  taet  and  refuted 
every  objection.  He  knows  his  cause  must  suffer  materially  in 
the  view  of  the  congregation,  unless  he  can,  in  some  way,  impair 
the  discriminating  power  of  common  sense. 

My  friend's  ninth  negative  argument  is,  that  it  (endless  punish- 
ment) destroys  the  Paternal  character  of  God. 

The  audience  doubtless  remember,  that  the  gentleman  depend- 
ed largelv  on  the  support  to  be  derived  from  the  paternal  char- 
acter of  God,  when  discussing  the  question  of  the  final  holiness 
and  happiness  of  all  men.  I  then  met  the  argument  fairly,  dis- 
cussed it  fully,  and  refuted  it  entirely,  in  a  number  of  different 
ways.  He  now  brings  up  thesame  thing  again,  only  he  puts  it 
in  a  negative  form  J  so  as  to  adapt  it  to  the  present  question.  I 
am  not  bound  by  any  rule  of  controversy,  to  bestow  any  farther 
attention  upon  this  point,  but,  le^  my  silence  should  be  con- 
strued into  inability  to  meet  this  objection,  I  will  notice  a  few 
things  in  this  connection. 

1 .  Mr.  Austin  represents  the  paternity  6i  God  as  an  attribute. 
He  has  a  wonderful  facility  in  multiplying  the  attributes  of  Deity. 
He  fires  upon  some  affection  of  the  divine  mind,  or  relative  term, 
expressive  of  some  idea  which  he  supposes  favorable  to  Univer- 
salisra,  and  forthwith  exalts  it  to  the  character  of  an  attribute. 
In  this  way  he  makes  the  paternal  relation  an  attribute.* 

I  am  restrained  from  saying  what  I  might  on  this  strange  and 
unheard  of  notion,  lest  1  should  be  thought  to  impeach  the  com- 
mon sense  of  this  audience.  Look  at  it — the  paternal  relation 
and  character  of  Deity  an  attribute ! !  As  well  might  we  suppose 
his  jvtdicial  or  governmental  (Aarader  and  relation  an  attribute. 
And  if  this  view  is  to  be  taken,  then  it  would  follow,  that  God 
has  more  attributes  n&w,  than  he  had  at  some  previous  period  ha 
past  eternity.  There  was  a  tinte  when  God  was  not  a  Father  by 
creation — when  he  was  not  a  governor  and  judge  of  the  human 
family.  Hence,  there  was  a  time  when  these  attributes  did  not 
exist,  and  when  he  was  not  the  same  that  be  now  is.  Or,  if  you 
make  the  paternal,  judicial,  and  governmental  relations  eternal, 
in  order  to  establish  the  eternity  of  these  supposed  attributes,  then, 
by  consequence,  yon  make  a  created  and  ^verned  univet'se  eter- 
nal, you  maintain  the  eternity  of  organized  matter,  and  deprive 
God  of  another  of  his  attributes,  viz,  sole  and  independent  eter- 
. • '-  -  -     -'  ■     ■■    
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niky*  The  ^tieman  has  dUtipguUhed  himseU  by  wild  and  an* 
tenable  posiiions,  all  along  the  line  of  this  discussion,  bat  this  ex* 
ceeds  them  all. 

2.  Mr.  Austin  would  have  us  believe  that  the  paternity  of  God 
.towers  above  .^very  other  feature  of  his  character.  Here,  again, 
I  can  hut  marvel  at  the  wonderful  obtuseoess  and  inconsistency 
displayed.  To. suppose  a  mere  relation  established  between  the 
Divine  fieing  and  a  race  of  finite  creatures,  should  tower  above 
and  oyer-ride  all  the  infinite  perfections  of  his  eternal  and  un- 
changeable character,  calls  for  a  greater  stretch  of  credulity  than  I 
am  willing  to  attribute  to  any  man  in  this  audience.  God*s  char- 
acter is  an  assemblage  of  all  possible  moral  perfections  ;  and  no 
one  of  his  attributes  is  more  infinite  or  perfect  than  another. 
There  is  a  perfection  in  the  harmony,  and  a  harmony  In  the  per- 
fection. God  was  as  infinitely  and  absolutely  perfect  before  the 
word  of  his  power  spoke  systems  and  worlds  into  being,  as  he 
has  been  at  any  time  smce  the  rising  glories  of  creation  caused  the 
^*  morning  stars  to  sing  togethex,  and  the  sons  of  God  to  shout  for 
joy.*'  Had  the  paternal  character  never  existed,  God  would  not  have 
•been  less  perfect  than  he  is,  and  should  he  now  strike  from  ex- 
istence all  created  entity,  he  would  still  retain  his  perfection,  still 
remain  the  same  unchangeable  being.  We  lose  sight  of  the  har- 
mony and  perfection  of  God,  and  the  force  of  his  moral  attributes, 
by  taking  such  subordinate  and  groveling  views  of  his  character. 

3.  Moreover^  in  my  formal  reply  previously  given  to  the  pa- 
ternal argument,  as  urged  by  Mr.  Austin,  I  have  shown,  that 
nothing  can  be  predicated  of  it  beyond  what  it  achieves  for  the 
benefit  of  men  in  the  present  state.  The  argument  from  God's 
paternity,  is  just  as  strong  for  present  salvation  as  for  salvation 
in  the  future.  But  it  does  not  absolutely  and  unconditionally 
produce  present  Ovation — hence  it  cannot,  without  a  violation  of 
all  consistency,  be  the  gronnd  of  confidence,  irrespective  of  con- 
tingency and  moral  agency,  that  all  men  will  be  saved  in  the  fu- 
ture world.  The  doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  therefore,  no 
more  destroys  the  paternal  character  oi^God,  than  the  doctrine  of 
limited  puuishment.  The  punishment  of  the  sinner  does  notjlow 
from  tlie  paiernal  character  of  God,  but  from  hia  judicial  and  gov- 
ernmental character,  and  it  no  more  destroys  the  one  than  it  de- 
.fltroys  the  other. 

Still  farther — if  it  could  be  proved  that  endless  punishment  did, 
or  would  destroy  the  paternal  character  of  God,  it  would  he  jio 
argument  against  it.  The  paternal  relation  is  finite,  and  estab- 
lished for  the  good  of  men,  and  if  thev  break  away  from  the 
moral  restraints  of  their  Heavenly  Father,  the  relation  maybe 
dissolved  without  any  injustice  to  them.  For  such  reasons,  sim- 
ilar relations  once  established  have  been  dissolved.  The  relation 
.once  subsisting  with  the  human  race,  was  destroyed  at  the  time 
of  the  apostacy,  and  as  the  result  of  it,  Adam  was  driven  out  of 
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Paradise.  The  relation  established  between  God  and  the  Jewish 
natiotr,  was  dissolved  when  he  gave  them  Saul  as  their  king. 
And  did  he  not  reject  Saul  and  Solomon  from  being  kings,  after 
having  entered  into  covenant  relations  with  them  1  In  like  man- 
ner, he  may  and  will  reject  men  from  the  relations  of  his  spiritual 
family,  when  they  rebel  against  his  authority,  and  refuse  to  live 
in  accordance  with  those  relations.  Now  as  this  paternal  argu- 
ment has  been  repeatedly  shown  to  be  deiicient  and  fallacious, 
and  as  this  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is 
founded  on  the  idea  that  God's  paternity  is  an  attribute,  and  that 
h  is  the  superior  and  all-controlling  element  of  his  nature,  both 
of  which  are  theological  blunders  of  the  grossest  kind,  we  may 
dismiss  it  as  entirely  unworthy  of  a  more  extended  notice. 

The  next  negative  argument  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  endless  pun- 
ishment hardens  the  hearts  of  those  who  believe  it.  To  sustain 
this  objection,  he  quotes  several  authors  who  have  used  language 
in  reference  to  the  perdition  of  the  ungodly,  which,  to  say  the 
least,  is  of  doubtful  propriety.  I  have  already  expressed  my  views 
on  this  subject  with  sufficient  plainness. 

That  God  will  be  fully  justined  in  the  eyes  of  the  universe,  and 
that  his  sentence  of  endless  banishment  from  his  presence  and 
glory,  will  meet  the  hearty  approval  of  all  holy  intelligences,  I 
have  no  doubt.  Vet,  I  have  no  approval  for  the  harsh  and  ex- 
travagant language  sometimes  employed  in  illustrating  and  en- 
forcing it.  But  after  all,  I  do  not  regard  the  quotations  of  Mr. 
Austin  from  the  writers  alluded  to,  nor  any  others  that  may  be 
brought  forward,  as  proof  of  hardness  of  heart,  or  as  furnishing 
any  evidence  of  the  hardening  tendency  of  the  doctrine. 

That  class  of  men,  and  some  of  the  very  individuals  from  which 
these  quotations  have  been  made,  have  given  the  most  exalted 
and  unquestionable  proof  of  iheir  fidelity  to  the  cause  of  Christ, 
their  compassion  and  love  for  the  souls  of  men,  and  their  enlar- 
ged and  expansive  Christian  benevolence.  They  have  made  per- 
sonal sacrifices  of  honor,  and  ease,  and  money;  they  have  en- 
dured much  toil  and  suffering,  and  in  many  instances  have  sacri- 
ficed life  itself,  to  further  the  benevolent  designs  of  the  gospel. 
The  Christian  world  is  indebted  to  these  men  for  the  preservation 
of  the  scriptures,  and  the  maintenance  of  the  institutions  of  Chris 
tianity,  under  circustances  which  tried  men's  souls,  and  whei 
those  who  now  denounce  them  as  hard-hearted — ^as  chuckliuj 
and  exulting  over  the  endless  damnation  of  the  sinner,  would  hav 

?uit  the  field,  and  left  the  cause  in  the  hands  of  the  destroyer 
n  the  language  quoted  by  my  friend,  I  see  nothing  more  than  a 
zeal  to  vindicate  the  character  and  government  of  God  from  the 
charge  of  injustice — a  zeal  which  sometimes  betrayed  itself  into 
Improper  modes  of  expression.  I  deny  this  charge  of  hardness  of 
%tan :  aud  I  appeal  to  the  history  of  evangdi^Q  Christendom  to 
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sustain  me  in  treatiii^  this  gioimdless  alkgation  with  the  contempt 
it  so  justly  merits ;  and  comin^^  toO)  from  such  a  source.     What 
proof  has  Universalism  ever  given  of  its  love  for  Christ  and  his 
cause;-  or  its  compassion  for  the  souls  of  men  %    Where  are  its 
missionaries  and  martyrSf  or  institutions  of  Christian  henevo- 
lence  1*    They  (Universalists)  build  a  meeting-house  here  and 
there,  and  for  a  time  endeavor  to  support  regular  meetings,  but 
it  is  not  because  the  *'  love  of  Christ  eonstraineth  them,"  for  they 
preach  Christ  as  a  nere  man,  of  superior  shifts  and  piety — it  is  not 
out  of  compassion  to  the  souls  of  men,  for  they  do  not  believe 
their  souls  were  ever  in  danger  of  being  lost  in  respect  to  their 
heavenly  bliss.    Their  liberality  in  this  direction  is  not  founded 
on  Christian  principle,  or  inspired  by  Christian  love  or  Christian 
zeal,  but  as  has  often  been  expressed  by  leading  men  among 
themselves,  it  is  mainly,  if  |iot  entirely,  to  oppose  the  orthodox. 
No !  no ! !  if  the  world  had  no  other  dependeuce  than  Universal- 
ism. for  its  enlightenment  and  moral  elevation^  it  would  soon  sink 
back  again  to  a  state  of  spiritual  ignorance  and  barbarism. 

Mr.  Austin  has  finally  ventured  upon  an  assertion  in  regard  to 
moral  death,  the  import  of  which  is,  that  it  embraces  moral  life ', 
that  there  is  moral  life  in  moral  death.  The  way  in  which  thia 
should  be  made  out,  would  indeed  be  a  logical  curiosity. 

Death  is  the  extinction  of  life,  of  whatever  kind  it  may  be,  and 
it  does  not  take  place  until  life  is  extinct.  Physical  death  is  the 
the  extinction  of  physical  life,  and  moral  death  is  the  extinction 
of  moral  life.  If  there  is  moral  life  in  moral  death,  on  the  sam^ 
principle,  there  must  be  natural  life  in  temporal  death.  If  this  be 
true,  ot.  Paul  should  have  said,  '*you  hath  he  quickened  who 
were  dead  (yet  not  so  dead  but  that  you  had  some  moral  life)  in 
trespasses  aSod  sins."  And  Ezekiel  should  have  said,  **  the  soul 
that  sinneth,  it  shall  die ;"  (a  death  which  embraces  a  portion  of 
Ufe.)  And  who  knows,  but  the  general  resurrection  may  be  ef- 
fected, not  by  the  direct  exertion  of  divine  power«  but  by  the  re- 
cuperative energy  of  that  principle  or  element  of  life  which  exists 
in  death  itself,  and  which  will  then  exert  itself — re-act  upon 
death,  and  reecue  from  its  grasp  its  numerous  victims  1 

Perhaps  the  gentleman  has  been  led  into  the  above  view  of 
moEsl  death,  by  his  definition  of  depravi^,  or,  whi<^  is  ^te  aa 
^kely,  his  definixion  of  depravity  has  been  invented  to  keep  his 
other  absurdity  in  countenance.  He  makes  moral  deajth,  or  de- 
pravity, to  consist  of  *^  ignoiance  and  sin."  Is  ignorance  an  tn- 
nerent  element  of  depravity  t  If  so,  it  will  follow  by  his  own 
showing,  that  death  is  eternal,  since  there  will  always  be  more 

*A  proimo«nt  UniTCCsalUt  in  Sprinfpo^ti  not  long  •inc«  declar«<l  it  u  his  b«liaJ 
that  tne  Bible  wm  not  a  bloMins  to  the  heathen,  but  only  made  them  wnree ;  ana 
gBo«ker  in  GteotMi,  dsaoaiieed  all  miMiioftary  effortjand  cfeclared  he  would  not  p^f 
m««u  t4>  Mimpoct  Uie  foc^  muj  w|Mr%  avaa  hj  tJairer^aUela,  ir^rf  it  not  to  o|^ 
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or  less  of  ignorance  of  the  higher  subjects  of  divine  knowledgiu 
But  we  deny  this  view  of  depravity.  To  be  depraved,  is  to  oe 
wicked ;  but  it  is  not  wicked  to  be  ignorant,  unless  our  igno 
ranee  is  willful.  To  be  depraved  is  lo  be  guilty,  but  wc  are  not 
guilty  because  of  our  ignorance,  unless  we  "  love  darkness  rath^ 
er  than  light,  because  our  deeds  are  evil.'* 

Ignorance  is  often  a  fruit  of  depravity,  but  it  is  not  depravity 
itself.  If  it  were,  then  the  turpitude  of  our  sin  would  depend  up* 
on  the  amount  of  our  ignorance,  whereas,  the  very  reverse  is  the- 
case-God  holds  us  responsible  according  to  our  lights  and  notac*- 
cording  to  our  darkness.  The  scriptures  every  where  place  the 
seat  of  depravity  ii^  the  hearty  and  not  in  tlie  head.  ^^  Ihe  heart 
is  deceitful  above  all  things,  and  desperately  wicked."  "  From 
the  heart  proceed  evil  thoughts,"  &c. 

Mr.  Austin  relates  the  case  of  a  woman  who  murdered  her 
child,  and  he  carries  the  idea  that  she  did  it  to  save  it  from  th« 
supposed  consequences  of  sin  in  a  future  State.  WeU,  suppose 
she  did  ;  thousands  have  murdered  their  infants  to  save  them  from 
the  consequences  of  sin  in  this  life,  without  any  reference  to  eter* 
nity,  or  for  reasons  much  less  weighty.  But  my  friend  says  sh* 
was  insane.  This  is  very  likely,  since  there  are  few,  if  any,  who 
would  perform  such  an  act,  for  such  reasons,  in  their  right  mind. 
I  strongly  suspect,  however,  that  the  gentleman's  desKn  is  to 
make  it  appear  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  leads  to 
insanity.  If  this  were  so,  it  would  not  be  an  argument  against 
it,  because  there  are  very  many  things,  true  in  tnemselves,  and 
important  in  their  relations,  which  oHen  produce  insanity.  In- 
sanity is  connected  with  a  great  varietur  oi  causes,  and  i^ot  more 
with  religion  than  with  many  other  subjects.  My  friend  had  bet- 
ter pause  awhile  before  he  attempts  to  make  evangelical  religion 
responsible  for  all  the  cases  of  insanity.  This  is,  I  know,  a  fa- 
vorite trick  with  Universalists,  but  I  have  facts,  which,  if  neces- 
sary to  use  them,  will  place  this  subject  in  its  prcj[>er  light. 

Mr.  Austin  farther  remarks  that  the  doctrine  of  probation  and 
retribution  go  together.  Very  true — ^I  have  made  no  effi>rt  to 
separate  retribution  from  probation.  It  is  mv  doctrine  that  th« 
sinner  is  a  subject  of  retribution  during  the  whole  of  his  proba- 
tion ;  but  how  this  fact  is  to  be  turned  against  probation  itself,  or 
against  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  is  to  me  a  mystery. 
Tne  admission  (which  I  did  not  expect  from  Mr.  Austin,)  that 
the  present  is  a  state  of  probation,  though  connected  with,  retri^ 
bution,  cannot  be  separated  from  the  conclusion  which  I  drew 
from  my  argument  on  probation,  viz :  a  liability  to  come  out  oi 
this  state  ot  probation  without  the  requisite  qualifications  for  that 
higher  state  for  which  this  is  the  proper  trial.  And  understand, 
the  case  is  not  changed  in  its  aspects  or  liabilities,  if  those  who 
issue  from  this  state  of  probation  without  the  required  prepara- 
tion for  heaven  should  be  placed  upon  another^  or  upon  a  series 
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of  probations  in  another  world.    If  they  may  pass  one  probation 
without  reformation,  in  spite  of  the  moral  influence  of  tnat  retri- 
t»ution  connected  with  it,  they  may  pass  another  and  another. 
As  retribution  and  probation  do  not  bring  sinners  to  repentance, 
but  in  thousands  of  instances  they  wax  worse  and  worse  under 
the  disciplinary  and  retributive  inflictions  of  God  in  this  world, 
any  extention  you  may  please  to  make  of  the  time  of  probation, 
can  furnish  no  suflScient  security  that  it  will  have  the  desired  ef- 
fect on  all.     Let  it  be  observed,  also,  if  probation  be  extended 
into  eternity,  so  must  retribution  be  extended,  and  the  gentleman 
must  take  future  punishment  as  a  consequence,  with  no  assurance 
that  it  will  ever  end.    If  the  gentleman  extends  his  probation  into 
another  world,  to  obtain  relief  for  those  who  are  incorrigible  here, 
I  call  on  him  to  furnish  the  grounds  of  his  expectation  or  confi- 
dence, that  the  end  will  be  more  surely  and  successfully  attained 
there,  than  it  has  been  here. 

But  this  notion  of  a  series  of  probations,  or  an  extended  proba- 
tion, covering  an  indefinite  portion  of  the  future  existence  of  sin- 
ful men,  is  wholly  gratuitous  and  chimerical.  It  is  an  invention 
of  Universalism,  which  its  advocates  always  carry  wiih  tkem, 
but  constantly  conceal,  unless  pressed  into  a  corner,  and  obliged 
to  produce  it  to  meet  a  pressing  case  of  necessity.  I  utterly  deny 
that  it  has  any,  even  the  slightest  or  remotest  authority  from 
God's  word,  and  I  challenge  the  gentleman  for  any  proof  to  the 
contrary. 

I  have  said  that  the  present  is  a  state  of  retribution  as  well  as  pro- 
bation. But  understand  me,  I  do  not  admit  it  to  be  a  state  of  ;>fr- 
fect  retribution .  Both  the  righteo\is  and  sinner  are  "  recompensed 
in  the  earth  ;'*  but  what  we  see  of  it  here  is  but  the  incipient  state 
of  that  retributive  administration,  the  perfect  results  of  which  wiH 
only  be  seen  at  the  end  of  human  probation.  God  gives  to  the 
righteous  the  first  fruits  of  his  glorious  inheritance,  and  to  the 
sinner  the  prelude  of  eternal  damnation,  as  an  indication  of  his 
final  doom,  in  case  he  is  incorrigible  in  his  sinful  course.  But 
the  completion  and  perfection  of  God*s  retributive  administration 
.  will  only  be  realized,  when  the  decisions  of  the  last  day  shall  be 
given  and  executed  according  to  the  works  and  moral  character 
of  God's  moral  subjects. — (Rom.  ii.  6-16.) 

Mr.  Austin  has  perverted  my  argument  on  the  "  moral  turpi- 
tude of  sin.'*  I  did  not  derive  the  enormity  of  sin  from  the  char- 
acter of  the  sinner,  nor  did  I  argue  that  a  finite  being  can  commit 
an  infinite  act.  I  know  this  is  the  representation  given  of  the 
views  of  others  by  Universalists,  and  Mr.  Austin  would  be  glad 
to  have  it  so  in  the  present  case.  My  argument  was  based  upon 
the  nature  of  sin — the  design  of  sin — the  perfection  oi  the  divine 
character — the  infinite  oblieaiions  violated  by  the  sinner — and  the 
consequences  of  sin.  As  ft  displaces  infinite  good,  it  is  in  itsna- 
'     \  and  consequencee  on  infinih  evil.    Holiness  and  happiness 
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lability  of  maiif  but  because  it  is  desigoed  to  constitute  his  bliss 
foreter.  Sho«il'I  «ra  remove  this  holiness,  it  would^  for  Ms  vta- 
9on^  be  am  infinite  evil^  and  not  beoaase  a  finite  beoig  can  commit 
Hn  infinite  set.  A  thing  may  be  ia&iite  in  one  sense,  and  not  in- 
finite in  another-^may  be  inlinrte  in  ^  tekse  of  being  4ndU$s^ 
though  not  infinite  in  any  other  aense.  Hence,  though  m&sinner 
tannot  eomdiit  an  a«t  whioh  is  infinite  in  its  otOA  nature^  \t^  may 
tommit  an  aet,  the  influence  of  whicfa  is  infinite  in  the  sense  ot 
being  endless.  And  as  there  are  many  sinners  committing  such 
feicts,  and  refusing  contrition  «nd  reformation,  they  m^y  justly  be 
tntde  examples  to  the  universe  :whose  infinite  interests  th^  $re 
injuring,  by  a  puniehment  -\rhich  is  infini^  in  the  sense  of  being 
Endless. 

'  I  hare  charged  upon  Umversaliam  die  enormous  ittptely  ot  de- 
grading  the  sunerings  of  Christ  to  a  level  with  the  sunerings  of  a 
tnere  man  in  ordinary  eases.  Mr.  Austin  does  not  dispute,  but 
admits  the  charge,  and  affirms  the  suferings  of  Faul  and  others 
to  have  been  of  the  same  kind,  and  for  tnNS  same  enj,  with  the 
cmfferings  of  Christ.  I  did  not  expect  the  gentleman  would  ad- 
mit this,  though  r  had  no  doubt  they  were  his  real  eentiments.  I 
ho^e  I  shall  not  hereafter  be  complained  of,  a»  doing  injustice  to 
Unirersalism,  in  representing  it  as  an  artful  dod  seductive  form 
of  infidelity. 

Having  thus  far  cleared  my  way  through  ^e  cavils,  objections, 
'and  negative  arguments  of  my  of^onent,  and  sueces&fally,  as  I 
'believe,  maintained  alt  the  points  m  my  main  argument,  I  will 
take  another  step  by  presenting  my  eleventh  proof,  founded  on  the 

COMMON  CONliENT  OP  MANKIND. 

Mr.  Austin  has  once,  at  least,  during  our  debate,  appealed  to 
ilm  cemmon  sense  of  men.  Now  I  propose  to  show  you,  that  the 
doctrine  of  future  and  endless  paaishment  »  in  accordance  .with 
the  connnon  sense  of  mankina.  By  this,  I  mean  the  deductions 
of  common  reason  and  common  observjiition,  or  the  common  opin- 
ion of  mankind,  as  formed  by  the  exercise  of  the  eommoniiadeiv 
«tanding,  upon  the  best  grownds  Intsished  them  by  the  Jight  of 
-reason  and  the  facts  of  natore.  The  li^t  of  veasen  i  wf^ktd 
"^ety  reman  which  Mr.  Austin  has  maide  the  Knooad  of  anaifii- 
-gument  against  this  sdf  same  doctrine.  I  will  show  you  on  (he 
contrary,  that  it  prores  the  doctnoe  to  he  true.  For  while  the 
failure ol  reasonto  compvehend  a  docti!me,>doe»nDt  pmve  h  falsa, 
the  fact  that  reason  appvova»a.  doctrinet  or  the  grounds 'On  whick 
a  doctrine  rests,  is  certainl^r*  a  very  strong  algumsnt  in  itsfavof . 
-fiven  on  Mr.  Aastin^s  priactpleaof  argumentation,  if  the  fact^that 
veaaait  contrddids  a  doetrina^  proves  it'tahcfalBe,  Ikmn^  eertaialgF, 
reason  appro ving^a  doetiine,  ptoves  it  ta/be  tnta.  Aad  whalielae 
ihave  the  lieatbM  <woiid  ^bacttot^odeithem  oa  :thi»>aaibjaot«}h«t 
2(H» 
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recksozh  Maaciftted  ¥rith  tke  voice  of  coascienc^.    Mj  aigvmeat 
runs  as  follows : 

1.  All  nations,  at  all  times,  hare  embraced  the  doctrine  for 
which  I  contend,  as  true.    It  has  been  more  on  less  corrupted  and 
obscured,  but  amid  all  the  appendages  and  absurdities  that  have 
been  connected  with  it,  and  by  which  it  has  been  variously  mod- 
ified at  different  times,  and  in  different  place^,  the  doctnne  itself* 
of  future  retribution,  the  consequences  of  which  to  the  wicked 
would  be  endless,  has  stood  out  a  prominent  feature  of  their  my- 
tholgy.    It  was  taught  by  Homer,  Virgil,  and  Horace— by  Socra- 
tes, riato,  Seneca,. and  other  philosophers,  and  generally,  not  to 
say  universally,  believed  by  the  people.    Indeed,  Mr.  Ai|stin  has 
admitted  that  the  doctrine  of  endleas  punishment  was  embraced 
by  the  heathen  world,  hence  I  need  not  employ  argument  to  prove 
it.    It  has  always  had  the  common  consent  of  mankind.    The 
Jews  have  always  believed  it,  and  do  90  to  thepresent  day  ;  and 
it  has  had,  from  the  days  of  Christ  and  his  Apostles^  the  general 
voice  of  the  Christian  church.    But  in  this  argument  I  refer >more 
particularly  to  the  opinion  of  the  heathen  world,  as  they,  more 
than  any  others,  have  been  left  to  the  influence  of  the  fi^ht  of 
nature  and  unassisted  reason,  in  the  preservatiou  of  this  and 
lOther  religious  truths. 

2.  In  the  second  place,  this  doctrine  has  always  existed  amongst 
unenlightened  nations  cu  a  tradition^  not  as  an  invention.  Mr. 
Austin  has  displayed  much  aniuety  and  considerable  efibrt,  to 
make  it  appear  that  the  doctrine  was  invented  by  pbilosophers  to 
control  the  vulgar.  But  there  is  really  no  truth  in  this  story,  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  point  at  issue «  There  may  have  been  invex^ 
tions  of  circumstances,  means  and  appliances,  but  as  to  the  doc- 
trine itself,  they  never  claimed  originality  in  regard  to  it,  and  the 
atorv  that  they  did,  «  itsdfnn  invention.  The  oi:iginal  discovery 
of  tneir  religious  truths  was  never  claimed  by  any  class  of  hea> 
dien,  but  they  constantly  si>oke  of  them  as  baying  been  possessed 
by  their  ancestors,  and  derived  from  heaven  at  a  time  when  the 
gods  held  intercourse  with  men.  This  remark  will  hold  true  in 
-regard  to  ail  the  main  features  of  their  religious  systems. 

S.  As  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  ha«  always  existed, 
and  existed  as  a  tradition,  it  must  have  had  a  common  source,  £v- 
-ery  gentral  tradition  must  hare  had  a  common  source  or  b^ia- 
ning.  There  are  traditions  of  many  events,  scattered  amonffst  un- 
ci rilized  nations,  which,  though  variously  obscured,  nevet&less, 
preserve  the  features  of  those  events  in  bo  marked  a  manner,  as 
clearly  to  identify  them  as  the  same  events  preserved  by  the  rec- 
ords of  history.  And  as  we  trace  these  traditions  back  to  their 
original  source,  the  stream  through  which  they  have  been  trans- 
mitted becosftes  narrower  and  narrower  still,  until  it  terminates  in 
immediate  conneetion  with  the  facts  which  save  it  birth.  This 
•is  true  in  regard  to  ike  destruction  of  the  old  world  by  $k  flooji 
i^the  preservation  of  Noah  and  his  family  in  the  ark.    Tndi- 


y  Google 


on  xiTDLBSS  f  Misffaumv.  587 

tioDft  of  thb  event  are  found  ftmoD^  all  heathen  nations.  This, 
so  far  as  the  evidence  of  tradition  can  extend,  proves  that  the 
oresent  inhabitants  of  the  worid  are  descended  from  the  famiJ3rof 
Noab,  and  though  they  had  no  written  record  of  the  important 
occurrences  above  referred  to,  yet  by  the  instrumentality  of  trs- 
ditioa,  they  have  been  handed  down  from  sjeneration  to  genera- 
tion, even  to  the  present  day.  In  these  traditionB  Noah  is  called 
Ducalion.  Plutarch  mentions  the  Noahic  dove  being  sent  out  of 
the  ark,  and  returning  again,  as  an  intimation  to  Ducalion  that 
the  storm  had  not  yet  ceased.  *'  This  deluge,  (says  Joseph  us,) 
and  the  ark,  are  mentioned  by  all  who  have  written  barbaiic  histo- 
ries, one  of  whom  is  Berosus,  the  Chaldean.'^  In  the  island  of  Cu- 
ba, the  people  are  said  to  have  a  tradition  that  the  earth  was  once 
destroyed  by  water — that  an  old  man  knowing  that  the  deluge 
was  approaching,  built  a  large  ship  and  went  into  it  with  a  great 
number  of  animals ;  and  that  he  sent  from  the  ship  a  crow,  which 
4id  not  immediately  come  back,  staying  to  feed  on  the  carcasses  of 
dead  animals,  but  afterwards  returned  with  a  green  branch  in  his 
mouth.  The  Chinese  have  a  similar  tradition — and  a  Grecian 
history  of  the  deluge,  preserved  by  Lucian,  states  that  "  on  ac- 
-count  of  the  wickedness  of  men.  the  earth  has  been  visited  with 
an  awful  calamity.  Suddenly  the  earth  poured  forth  a  vast  quan- 
tity of  water,  the  rain  descended  in  torrents,  the  rivers  overflowed 
their  banks,  and  the  sea  rose  to  a  prodigious  height,  so  that  all 
things  became  water,  and  all  men  were  destrojred  except  Ducalion. 
He  alone,  for  the  sake  of  his  prndence  and  piety,  was  preserved, 
together  with  his  sons,  by  entering  into  a  large  ark  which  they 
had  built.'»  Scarcely  less  remarkable  is  the  Hindoo  tradition. 
But  my  limited  time  will  not  allow  me  to  mention  the  numerous 
examples  of  a  similar  character,  collected  by  the  learned  diligence 
•of  Bryant  and  Faber. 

Traditions  of  the  same  character  are  preserved  among  the  Egyp- 
tians, and  those  nations  bordering  on  Egypt,  respecting  the  over- 
throw of  the  host  of  Pharaoh,  and  passage  of  the  Red  Sea  by  Mo- 
ses and  the  children  of  Israel,  who  are  describied  as  having  been 
"  drawn  out  of  the  water." 

I  have  been  thus  particular  in  enumerating  examples,  that  the 
nature  and  grounds  of  my  argument  might  not  be  mistaken. 

As  surely  as  the  physical  appearance  of  the  earth's  surface- 
the  deep  gulfs — abrupt  precipices,  and  specimens  of  marine  prt 
eductions  found  out  of  their  appropriate  associations^  and  ^r  el< 
vated  above  the  surface  of  the  ocean,  point  to  some  mighty  actio 
of  water,  and  revolution  of  the  physical  world,  as  causes  sulequat 
to  the  production  of  these  changes — with  the  same  certainty  do 
,the  traditions  referred  to,  which  are  found  existing  with  more  or 
less  definiteness  among  all  nations,  point  to  some  general  fact  or 
«vent  from  which  they  all  sprung,  and  which  is  the  true  expo- 
4kent  oi  aU  these  representations.    There  is  no  other  coniistent 
way  in  which  to  explain  and  account  for  these  traditions. 
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Now  tins  doctriile  of  the  final  unhsppinessiof  those  who  g^m 
Tirtne  and  the  authority  of  the  gods,  exists  in  the  world  by  torn" 
mon  consent — and  it  exists  by  the  agencif  of  tradition.  Ask  them 
(the  heathen)  where  they  obtained  it,  and  they  wiQ  refs  for  its 
^gin  back  in  the  history  of  onr  race>  to  a  period  of  much  j^reater 
moral  parity  and  elevation  than  the  world  is  now  blessed  with — 
to  a  time  denominated  the  ^^  Golden  A^,^'  when  unoffended  by 
rebellion,  the  gods  made  their  commnnications  to  merit  and  pub- 
lished the  doctrines  of  religion.  In  this  we  have  another  iuus- 
tration  of  the  fact  that  e\'cry  general  tradition  must  have  a  com- 
mon  source.  It  is  not  at  all  probable — it  is  wholly  unreasonable 
to  suppose  all  unenlightened  nations  should  possess  a  tradition 
of  the  destruction  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  world  hy  a  fiood,  if 
no  event  answering  to  this  belief  had  ever  occurred,  and  if  they 
had  no  sort  of  connection  with,  or  relation  to  the  event.  <  And 
the  same  is  true  of  the  general  tradition  which  preserved  the  re- 
membrance, and  the  most  important  facts  connected  with  the  pas- 
saffe  of  the  Red  sea  and  the  overthrow  of  the  Ej^ptians.  All  i 
asK  to  make  out  my  argument  is,  that  the  principles  involved  in 
these  traditions,  and  the  force  they  have  in  the  argument  fbr  the 
iMility  of  the  events  to  which  they  refer,  may  be  applied  to  the 
subject  under  con^deration.  Had  we  any  proof  that  the  doetrine 
of  endless  punishment  was  an  invention  in  one,  or  in  ttpo  instant 
ess,  (which  we  have  not,)  still  the  supposition  that  it  was  so  ih 
every  case,  violates  all  consistencjr,  and  is  destitute  of  even  the 
slightest  probability.  As  the  behef  of  it  is  universal,  so  far  a6 
yet  discovered  by  researches  into  heathen  mytholoey,  it  must 
nave  had.  a  common  origin^  and  that  common  origin  resolves 
itself  into  the  original  revelations  of  God  to  the  Patriarchs.  Enoch 
"  walked  with  God  three  hundred  years,"  and  must  have  received 
':ommunications  from  him,  for  he  prophesied,  saying,  <*  Behold  the 
x)rd  Cometh  with  ten  thousand  of  his  saints,  to  execute  judgment 
ipon  all,  and  to  convince  all  that  are  ungodly  among  them  of 
heir  ungodly  deeds,  which  they  have  ungodly  committed,  and  of 
he  hard  speeches  which  ungodly  sinners  have  spoken  against 
aim.'*  This  prophecy,  according  to  Jude,  refers  to  the  final  jnmiak' 
ment  of  those  ungodly  wretches  described  by  him^-*'  to  whom  is 
reserved  the  blackness  of  darkness  /orcver.*'— (Jude  13-15.)  Me- 
thusaleh,  the  son  of  Enoch,  was  cotemporary  with  Noah,  hence* 
the  subjects  embraced  in  the  above  fearful  prediction,  must  have 
been  familiar  to  all  these  Patriarchs.  The  revelations  made  to 
Noah  and  olher  Patriarchs,  must  have  embraced  information  rel- 
ative to  the  doctrines  of  a  future  state,  which  by  them  was  com- 
municated to  their  posterity,  and  has  never  been  wholly  lost. 
In  this  way  the  doctrine  in  question  has  been  preserved,  BAd  is 
found  in  some  form  to  occupy  a  place  in  all  ancient  systems  of 
religion.  The  conclusion  from  all  this  cannot  be  avoided.  This 
common  belief  rejecting  the  future  condition  of  ^e  impious,  i  ^ 
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sects  itdelf  with  the  original  revelations  of  God  as  its  common 
ori^n,  and  what  comes  from  Grod  must  be  true  in  Hseif,  however 
corrupted  and  obscured  by  ignorance  and  superstition. 

Mr.  Austin  has,  in  various  ways,  as  you  well  know,  appealed 
to  the  sympathies  of  the  audience  to  help  him  otrt  with  his  conclu- 
sions. In  the-  first  place,  he  made  his  addresses  directly  to  thm 
sinful  and  rebellious  heart  of  man,  unhumbled  and  unrenewed. 
It  is  a  self-evident  fact  that  every  sinner  is  unreconciled  to  the 
government  of  God ;  if  he  were  not,  he  would  not  be  a  sinner. 
Especially  is  the  sinner  opposed  to  that  part  of  the  divine  gov- 
ernment which  embraces  penal  inflictions.  To  make  the  decis- 
ions of  such  a  heart  the  ground  of  argument,  is  to  appeal  to  the 
rebel  against  the  government  to  which  he  stands  opposed,  and  in 
proof  of  the  injustice  of  the  punishment  he  has  incurred.  Pope 
says: 

**  No  rogae  w  felt  Uw  batter  draw, 
With  good  opioion  of  die  law." 

But  Pope  never  thought  of  making  this  fact  the  foundation  of  a 
conclusion  againbt  the  justice  of  the  law  itself,  a  thing,  however, 
which  Mr.  Austin  thinks  perfectly  admissible  as  it  stands  related 
to  the  government  and  law  of  God.  As  a  sort  of  appendage  to 
this  sympathetic  process,  my  friend  now  appeals  to  mothers,  fa- 
thers and  brothers.  He  asks  how  they  would  feel  to  look  down 
from  the  throne  of  glory  and  see  their  beloved  ones  in  misery  ', 
and  then  he  goei  on  with  a  wonderful  display  of  declamation, 
embracing  the  most  hideous  descriptions  of  the  wailing  and 
screaming  of  the  damned,  to  give  the  desired  efiect  to  his  ques- 
tion. I  have  already  spoken  of  this  va^id  course  in  befitting 
terms — as  not  merely  unworthy  a  place  in  a  discussion  like  this, 
but  as  really  insipid  and  contemptible.  But  as  the  gentleman  has 
returned  to  this  point  again,  allow  me  to  ask  a  question  or  two 
of  the  same  nature.  According  to  the  system  of  Universalisra, 
as  exhibited  by  many  of  the  most  talented  of  the  fraternity,  some 
sinners  will  be  punished  in  the  future  world  for  an  indefinite  pe- 
riod, which  is  equivalent  to  eternity,  since  it  embraces  no  circum- 
stances which  ensure  a  termination.  Mr.  Winchester  has  ven- 
tured to  measure  the  duration  of  future  punishment,  but  he  does 
not  ho^  for  its  termination  in  less  than  144,000  years,  with  the 
fires  ot  perdition  increased  to  the  greatest  intensity.  And  Mr. 
Austin,  when  in  trouble  to  sustain  the  position  he  most  loves, 
(the  unmediate  salvation  of  all  men  at  death,)  has  more  than  once 
shown  a  disposition  to  fail  back  upon  this  system  of  indefinite 
ftttace  panishment.  What  encouragement  can  this  ofier  to  those 
who  are  inclined  to  be  Universalists  1  You  see  from  this  that 
Ibe  most  intelligent  Uaiversalists  have  no  oonfideace  in  their  own 
•yatevi.  If  they  had,. they  would  not  change  their  ground  so  of- 
ten.   And  BOWi  fftthen^  jooAert  atid  bi?othere,  let  me  ask— how 
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Aould  you  bear  to  look  from  the  ttatone  of  glory,  and  s«e  jroar 

k>v«d  ones  wailing  and  screaming  in  the  flames  of  that  (indefi- 
nitely long)  future  punishment — which,  if  it.  terminate  at  all,  may 
not  terminate  in  less  than  150,000  years?  Is  this  system  to  \>e 
put  in  competition  with  the  gospel  of  Christ,  which  offers  to  all 
salvation  novf  ?  Mothers,  will  you  hand  your  infants  over  to  the 
tender  mercies  of  a  theory  which  subjects  them  to  sin  in  this  life 
against  their  will:  and  without  a  Divine  Savior  or  the  benefits  of 
a  vicarious  atonement,  plunges  them  into  the  miseries  of  future 
.woe,  to  get  out  as  best  they  may  1  Fathers,  mothers  and  brotb- 
ers,  I  ofier  you  a  better  doctrine.  If  you  will  now  repent,  yoa 
shall  have  the  assurance  of  present  pardon — if  you  will  now  be- 
lieve in  Christ  as  your  Savior,  with  a  loving,  obedient  faith,  yon 
shall  have  the  witness  of  your  present  acceptance,  and  the  pledge 
of  everlasting  life. 

In  noticing  the  syllogisms  in  my  first  spe^h  on  this  question, 
Mr.  Austin  savs  I  obtained  them  from  Luther  Lee.  In  this,  my 
friend  is  wholly  mistaken.  I  have  never  seen  any  such  syllo- 
gisms in  the  work  referred  to.  This,  to  be  sure,  is  a  matter  of 
no  consequence,  only  as  it  shows  a  want  of  candor  iii  the  slate* 
ments  of  my  opponent.  Those  syllogisms  arc  really  unanswerable, 
and  the  manner  in  which  he  has  disposed  of  them,  is  a  virtual 
admission  of  this  fact. 

In  remarking  on  the  passage  from  Prov.  xxix.  1 — **  He  that 
being  often  reproved  &c,,  shall  suddenly  be  destroyed,  and  that 
witfiout  remedy,"  Mr.  Austin  says  it  ?hould  read,  ••  shall  suddenly 
3e  punished,  and  that  without  failvre"    tint  why  take  out  the 
«rord  remedy  and  put  mfaUure}    Because  it  stands  directly  In 
he  way  of  Universalism,  and  this  must  be  sustained,  whatever 
)ecomes  of  the   integrity  of  God's  word.     Hence  this  deliberate 
'emoval  of  an  important  word  which  stands  upon  the  authority 
i)f  God,  to  make  ro6m  for  another  which  on/y  stands  upon  the  au- 
thority of  Mr.  Austin.     This,  however,  is  perfectly  characteristic. 
The  gentleman  also  remarks,  the  word  "destroyed,"   literally 
means  annihilation,  hence,  it  must  not  be  understood  literally  in 
this  case.     We  may  grant  this,  without  the  least  relief  to  Mr. 
Austin.    Leaving  out  the  idea  of  annihilation,  and  retaining  the 
meaning  of  the  term  as  it  relates  to  the   wreck  of  hopes  an4 
happiness,  the  passage  would  still  read — **  shall  suddenly   be 
destroyed,  and  that  without  remedy. — [  Time  expired. 

[MR.  AUSTIN'S  8£VENTU  REPLY.] 

Gentlemen  Moderatore : — Mr.  Holmes  is  exoeedingiy  tioubled 
-concerning  my  views  of  future  punishment.  He  haa  harped  oa 
this  string  from  the  eoinmencement  of  our  debate,  until  the  a«- 
dience  has  become  wearied  of  its  droning — has  worked  bimaalf 
almost  into  spasms-^itulolged  in  tbreataaug  denandatioiii,  and  in 
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jnepeated  nusffepretentatioos^-cDd  all  bccanse  I  will  not  beitt  my 
0wa  convictioDS,  and  utter  that  which  is  foolish  and  groimdless  oa 
this  subject,  that  he  may  be  fumiahed  with  iomething  from  which 
h%  can  make  a  little  capital.  I  am  willing  to  do  every  thing  for 
jay  friend*  that  propriety  will  idlow.  My  eyropatky,  my  pity,  I 
freely  extend  to  one  in  the  nnhanpy  dilemma  in  which  he  it 
plaoed^-etanding  out  before  the  vroiid  to  orerthrow  the  doctrine 
of  Universal  repentesce  and  salvatioB,  which  he  himself  and  all 
good  men  lore,  and  to  build  up  the  doctrine  of  eadless  sin  and  an- 
.goisb,  which  he  and  all  the  pore  and  good,  hate  from  the  inmost  re- 
cesses of  their  aouls.  Althongh  in  his  dosing  speech  on  the  second 
question,  he  rejects  my  aympathy ,  and  considers  my  pity  insuUing^ 
after  having  once  thanked  me  for  it,*  yet  in  thie  he  only  shows 
himself  the  more  to  be  pUiid,  for  being  involved  in  so  unpleasant 
A  condition,  as  to  be  ander  necessity  of  repelling  the  tender  of 
those  kind  regards,  which  I  entertain  for  one  in  his  sad  position. 
Still  all  these  considerations  should  not  move  me  from  the  open 
path  marked  out  for  me  in  this  discussion.  I  mnst  go  on  and  advo- 
cate the  truth  in  each  a  manner  as  God  directs  me. 

The  Elder  haa  said  be  cares  not  what  my  individmal  views  are 
-^^that  he  is  not  dealing  with  m^  opinions,! — and  yet  is  continually 
complaining  that  I  do  not  give  my  individual  opinion  on  future 
-punishment,  merely  that  he  may  have  an  opportunity  to  **combat^* 
St.    Here  is  aaofther  apecimen  of  my  opponent's  consistency  \    I 
have  told  him  Universalism  neither  rejects  nor  adopts  the  doctrine 
ol  future  punishment.    Without  paying  the  slightest  regard  to  this 
statement,  which  every  man  knows  to  he  true,  he  insists  that  Uai- 
'TersaUsm  does  rtject  future  punishment.    He  says  there  is  nothing 
in  the  bo€k$  written    in  support  of  Universalism   more    clear 
than  this — and  then  quotes  a  sentence  from  one  Universalist  book4 
I  cannot  denominate  this  procedure  bv  any  other  name,  than  a 
•  bare-faced  attempt  to  deceive  the  public.     Elder  Hohnes  wejl 
knows'  there  are  many    Universalist  works;   by  authors  both 
jiving  and  dead,  in  which  fxUwre  punishment  is  advocated  as 
strongly  as  language  can  express  it !    1  repeat  the  fact,  that  Uni- 
veisaJism,  as  a  system  neither  adopts  nor  rejects  the  doctrine  of  fu- 
ture punishment.    It  leaves  its  adherents  to  take  such  views  on 
this  subject,  as  seem  the  most  consistent  to  them.    Many  Uniyer- 
salistB  are  believers  in  that  doctrine,  and  many  do  not  see  sufficient 
evidence  to  convince  them  of  its  truth.     Thus,  there  art  not  a  few 
Universal ists  who  agree  with  my  friend,  so  jfar  as  future  punish- 
-ment  is  concerned.     What  relevancy  then,  can  that  topic  nave  to 
-a  question  on  endless  punishment  ?    As  to  my  own  views — (which 
:ftocording  to  his  own  acknowledgment,  can  be  of  no  moment  in  the 
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debate.y-^I  have  ^xprMsed  Uieni  wkfa  ambient  oIm^hcm  1 
iy  reasonable  uuadB.  In  a  fonnei  Mau^e  of  the  diac«88ioa«  I  atated 
my  belief  that  there  is  ^  connection  between  the  jpi^sent  life  and 
the  future — and  that  a//  wilt  pass  through  such  diseiplioe,  taried  ae- 
cordiag  to  their  different  circamststnces,  as  will  nltimateJjr  fit  thett 
for  the  highest  degrees  of  holiness  and  happiness. 

My  friend  inquires  whether  I  believe  in  full  t  This  is  the 
second  or  third  time  he  has  asked  the  same  qoention.  My  rept^r 
must  be  as  heretofore.  I  do  not  beheve  in  the  £ldef%  oralMi 
hell,  oMtterai  prisons,  chains,  fires,  devils  and  demons,  wbteb, 
thanks  to  the  spread  of  the  light  of  truth,  is  rapidly  dyin^awmy 
even  from  the  mtdst  of  the  partialist  denominations.  I  believe  in 
the  varioas  kitt<k  of  hel),  of  which  the  Bible  speaks.  Ilie  ao* 
dience  is  sufficiently  intelligent  I  trust,  to  know  thai  the  word  hefl 
is  tnmskted  fromdi&nentHebrewand  Greek  words,  and  is  used 
with  a  variety  of  meanings  in  the  BiMe.  Sometimes  tt  means  liter- 
ally the  grnrtK*— at  other  times  it  sigrtities  a  supposed  residence  of 
aU  the  dead,  both  ^ooJ  and  bad,  in  the  cenue  of  the  earth,  is 
which  the  Jews  anciently  believed'^-again  it  refers  to  the  vaUcy 
of  Hinnom,  near  Jerusalem ;  and  not  un£eguentlv[is.uBed  in  n,Jigu* 
rativt  sense,  to  denote  a  state  of  darhness  M  mind,  wretchednees 
of  heart,  and  horror  ei  conscience,  into  which  wicked  men  are 
plunged  in  conmquence  of  sin.  Wherever  men  receive  punish- 
ment for  their  crimes,  that  to  them  is  Ml  /  Let  the  readers  of  the 
Bible  inform  themselves  in  regard  to  ^riptare  asage  ol  the 
word  heii,  and  they  will  no  longer  be  deceived  hy  the  unwarranted 
ose  which  is  made  of  it  by  the  defenders  of  man-made  doetrtnes. 

£lder  Holmes  wishes  1o  compare  the  pathway  of  then^hteoos 
through  life,  which  I  descrtbetl  as  a  l^leAdamized  road,  with  that 
road  which  the  Lord  has  opened.  To  this  I  could: have  no  obf&o- 
tion  had  the  eompahson  been  justly  made.  Those  two  ways  are 
precisely  the  same.  God  decwes  that  wisdom*s  **  ways  are  wajps 
of  pleasantness,  and  ail  her  paths  are  peace.''-^(Prov.  iiL  17.) 
'  He  instructs  us  that  <*  the  path  of  the  just,  is  as  the  shining 
light,  that  shineth  more  and  more  unto  the  perfect  day.** — (Prov.  iv. 
-18.)  The  Savior  announces  that  his  *'  yoke  issofjf,  and  his  bar- 
den  is  /fgiir."-— (Malt  xi  30.)  St.  Paal  desciibes  the  path  of  the 
good  as  a  '*  way  of  peace.'* — (Horn.  iiL  1 7.)  Does  not  this  acoofed 
perfectly  with  my  description  of  the  load  on  which  the  righteoue 
travel  through  the  world.  Tme,  the  Savior  describes  the  fuifiU* 
ment  of  the  high  requirement  of  doing  unto  others,  as  we  wonki 
have  others  do  to  us,  trader  the  figure  of  a  sirai^t  go/rand  mar- 
row Wiy,  He  declares  also  that  the  way  of  noi  doini  unto  oth- 
ers as  we  would  they  should  do  unto  us>  is  a  Ivoad  patb»  and  that 
many  widk  therein  to  destruction — i.  e.  tea  just  poaishmeBt — not  to 
endim  woe !  To  a  selfish  and  depraved  man  it  is  a'dlffiealt  and 
narrow  way,  to  turn  from  his  selfishness,  and  his  evil' pais  tons, 
and  enter  upon  the  high  principles  enjoined  in  the  gMp*L  *£nl 
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when  once  he  has  sacceeded  in  conquering  his  passions,  in  for- 
saking sin,  and  actually  entered  on  tbe  path  of  righteousness,  he 
finds  it  a  smooth,  bright  and  pleasant  road.  ' 

Here  I  am  pained  to  be  compelled  to  notice  another  instance  of 
deliberate  and  wicked  misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  Elder 
Holmes.  In  his  eleventh  reply  on  the  second  question,  he  declares 
my  **  McAdamized  road"  is  the  way  in  which  the  sinful  and  vile  all 
walk  to  heaven.  It  is  only  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  my  descrip- 
tion of  that  road.*  to  see  the  total  distortion  and  raisrepre'scntation, 
of  which  my  opponent  is  guilty.  I  described  two  ways  through 
life — the  one  of  righteousness,  bright,  smooth,  pleasant — the  other 
of  sin,  dark,  rough  and  terrible.  He  deliberately  transposes  these 
ways,  and  seeks  to  make  me  teach  that  the  road  of  sin,  is  the 
pleasant  way !  I  need  not  give  a  name  to  a  proceeding  so  con- 
temptible— nor  remind  you  of  the  desperate  condition  of  a  cause 
which  requires  its  advocates  to  resort  to  such  steps.  In  misrepre- 
senting me  he  has  most  graphically  described  the  way  of  sin,  as 
his  system  represents  it  It  is  one  of  the  attractive  features  of 
modern  evangelism,  that  it  virtually  describes  the  life  of  the  sinner 
as  very  pleasant,  and  one  that  men  can  pursue,  to  the  verge  of  life, 
and  then  escape  all  punishment  by  a  late  repentance  ! !  The  El- 
der also  at  the  same  time,  declared  that  Universalists  make  no  ef- 
fort to  resist  the  tide  of  corruption  and  sinful  pleasure,  but  yield 
themselves  without  restraint  to  the  tendency  of  depravity,  and  the 
clamor  of  sinful  passions.  Moreover  he  declared  in  the  same 
Dreath,  that  according  to  my  doctrine,  I  must  say  when  the  wicked 
liie,  that  their  Father  has  removed  them  to  his  own  embrace  in  hea^ 
veii!!  In  regard  to  the  first  of  these  assertions,  it  is  a  vile  slan^ 
der  on  Universal ists,  as  all  their  candid  neighbors  will  readily 
acknowledge.  The  second  declaration  is  made  in  the  face  of  every 
word  I  have  uttered  on  this  subject,  throughout  the  debate.  Elder 
Holmes  knows  that  neither  I,  nor  any  oiher  Universalist  in  the 
world,  believe  that  the  wicked  will  be  renK)ved  from  earth  directly 
to  the  embrace  of  God  in  heaven.  He  is  perfectly  aware  our  doc- 
trine is,  that  men  must  be  fitted  for  heaven,  by  a  renovating,  en- 
lightening and  purifying  process,  before  they  can  ever  enter  that 
high  abode ! ! 

My  friend  complains  that  I  represent  his  darling  doctrine  of 
Endless  Misery,  in  an  extreme!  Afraid  of  the  odious  monstrosity  ho 
has  adopted,  and  which  he  comes  here  to  defend — ^alarmed  lest  the 
world  should  get  a  glimpse  of  its  horrid  features,  he  would  fain 
place  a  mask  upon  its  deformed  countenance,  and  make  it  pass  with 
the  credulous,  as  something  very  innocent  atid  harmless — some- 
thing indeed  quite  pleasant ! — There  is  nothing  so  bad  about  it,  af- 
ter all.  It  is  only  the  loss  of  happiness — the  loss  of  the  kingdom 
of  heaven !  I     That  it  all  J !    No,  my  dear  sir,  this  cannot  be  al- 
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lowed.    So  far  from  carrying  rajr  representations  of  endless  woe 
to  an  extreme,  I  have  only  failed  in  placing  it  in  a  light  soffidently 
strong.     No  language  can  express — no  imagination  can  conceive 
—the  awfujness  of  that  sentiment !     Midnight  is  the  blaze  of  noon 
day,  in  comparison  with  its  6^ac^fze*f  /    A U  human  conceptions  of 
cruelty,  are  the  tenJer  breathings  of  love,  when  placed  in  contrast 
with  its  relentless  ferocity  ?!     It  is  beyond  my  power  to  represent 
this  doctrine  as  bad  as  it  stands  in  the  writings  of  its  own  advo- 
cates.    I  am  not  astonished  that  Elder  Holmes  is  both  AFRAID 
and  ASHAMED  of  the  Heathen  Falsehood,  he  is  advocating.     If 
in  violation  of  his  own  good  sense,  and  better  feelings— in  viola- 
tion of  Gol's  holy  word— ^in  violation  of  public  sentiment  in  thi» 
enlightened  age — he  has  the  hardihood  to  come  forward  in  the  de- 
fence of  a  sentiment  so  utterly  in  opposition  to  everything  human 
and  divine,  he  shall  have  enough  of  it.    f  feel  it  my  duty  to  tear 
away  the  covering  he  has  thrown  over  it,  and  make  him  stand  di- 
rectly up  to  it,  face  to  face,  until  he  is  released  from  the  horrid 
juxtaposition,  by  the  close  of  the  debate. 

The  Elder  says  he  is  not  here  to  apologize  for  those  who  have 
preached  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment,  in  the  manner  of 
the  extracts  1  have  introduced.  I.et  me  tell  my  friend,  they  need 
no  apology.  Their  frankness  vindicates  them  from  any  suspicion 
of  insincerity.  They  were  true  and  honest  believers  in  eternal 
wretchedness.  They  preached  the  doctrine  out  plain,  straight  and 
fair,  with  all  its  blasphemous  aspersions  on  the  character  of  God, 
and  in  all  its  demoniacal  viudictiveness.  They  made  no  half-way 
work  of  it  They  preached  as  honest  ^men  should,  and  described 
the  doctrine  as  they  believed  it  to  be.  In  this  they  put  to  shume 
the  eottfardice  of  modern  champions  of  the  same  doctrine,  who 
fJirink  back  from  a  manly  avowal  of  its  real  nature,  and  present  a 
white-washed  skeleton  in  its  stead  ! !  Whatever  my  fnend  may 
think  of  the  extracts  I  have  quoted  from  his  ancient  co-laborers 
in  the  delightful  task  of  proclaiming  infinite  wrath,  he  is  responsi- 
He  for  them.  These  preachers  belonged  to  his  own  Evangelical 
school,  and  were  advocates  of  the  genuine  orthodoxy  which  it 
claims  to  possess.  Nor  can  he  complain  of  being  made  to  father 
t  leir  disgusting  teachings.  Has  he  not  sought  to  make  me  respon* 
sible  for  every  sentiment,  thought  or  word,  he  could  gather  from 
the  writings  of  Universalisfs  >  Has  he  not  repeatedly  called  me  to 
their  defence,  as  though  they  were  my  own  production  ?  He  can- 
not justly  find  fault  that  he  must  submit  to  the  operation  of  his 
own  rule.  By  its  decision,  I  charge  him  with  the  regponsibilily  of 
every  enormity  advanced  in  support  of  endless  misery  in  all  past 
ages,  and  call  upon  him  to  defend  them ! 

Although  my  opponent  declared  he  was  not  here  to  apologize 
for  Tertullian.  Edwards,  and  others,  from  whose  writings  I  have 
introduced  extracts,  yet  in  a  few  moments  he  does  enter  upon  an 
apology  in  their  behalf.    He  said  that  their  hearts  were  good,  and 
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that  they  mamfe^ed  cbri^ian  affisctioa  for  their  fdlotr-men^  I  have 
IK)  doubt  the  Creator  gave  them  good  hearts  originally,  and  that 
they  manifested  affection  for  those  who  bowed  to  their  decisions, 
ana  received  their  notions.  But  did  they  manifest  affection  for 
those  who  dissented  from  their  views  %  Did  TurtuUian  show  af- 
fection for  the  heathen,  when  he  told  them  he  should  laugh  and 
rejoice  when  he  saw  them  blushing  and  liquefying  amid  the  ffames 
of  hell  ?  Did  Calvin  manifest  affection  for  Servetus,  when  he 
caused  him  to  be  burned  to  death,  by  a  fire  of  green  teood^  for  de- 
nying the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  ?  I  have  no  doubt  the  hearts  of 
most  oelievers  in  endless  punishment  are  good,  much  better  at  least, 
than  that  sentiment  But  it  seems  self-evident,  to  believe  and  re- 
alize, as  did  Edwards,  that  their  happiness  hereafter  is  to  be  aug- 
mented by  beholding  the  miseries  of  the  lost,  must  necessarily 
exercise  a  hardening  influence  upon  them  ! 

Mr.  Holmes  says  that  Edwards  and  others,  designed  by  their 
tztravagfint  descriptions  of  the  miseries  of  Che  lost,  Xo  frighten 
men  to  repentance !  1  have  not  the  least  doubt  of  it.  It  was  for 
the  same  reason  that  the  heathen  invenied  that  doctrine,  as  their 
writers  inform  us.  Cicero  declares  the  heathen  invented  the  '*  in- 
fernal punishments  of  the  dead,  to  keep  the  wicked  in  some  awe 
in  this  life.*'  Strabo  informs  us  that  tne  mythology  where  that 
doctrine  14  found,  <*  was  an  engine  which  the  Legislators  employed 
as  bugbears  to  strike  a  terror  into  the  childish  imagination  of  the 
multitude ! !"  Th^s  sentiment  of  endless  woe  is  never  preached  by 
its  advocates  in  our  own  day,  except  for  the  same  e.xalted  purpose, 
to  strike  TERROR  into  the  minds  of  the  ignorant  multitude ! ! — so 
faitfiful  are  its  supporters  still  to  devote  the  doctrine  to  the  use  for 
which  it  was  origmally  invented ! ! 

Elder  Holmes  made  an  effort  to  overthrow  my  ninth  Negative 
Argument,  that  Endless  Punishment  destroys  the  Parental  Char- 
acter of  God.  But  his  reply  was  singularly  futile,  consisting  as  it 
mostly  did,  of  assertions  repeatedly  made  before,  and  as  often  re- 
futed. He  insists  that  God's  parental  character  is  subordinate  to 
his  character  as  a  Ruler.  This  position  I  have  already  consid- 
ered.* I  maintain  that  the  judicial  character  of  God  is  suoordinate 
to  his  jtarental.  Here  my  friend  ajid  I  differ  on  a  matter  of  fact. 
1  submit  the  question  to  the  decisk»n  of  the  New  Testament.  It  is 
reasonable  to  suppose  the  Deity  would  be  addressed  more  fre- 
quently in  his  superior  character,  than  his  subordinate.  "By  what 
Bame  did  Jesus  call  upon  him  in  his  prayers  ?  Did  he  say — <*  My 
Ruler,  My  Judge  V*  No ;  his  language  was—"  My  Father !"  Did 
he  instruct  men  to  say  in  their  supplications — '*  Our  Kingr-our 
Sovereign  ?  •  No ;  his  direction  was  to  say — "  Our  Father  r  Look 
throughout  the  New  Testament  and  you  will  be  surprised  to  see 
how  much  more  frequently  Jehovah  is  represented  in  the  light  of 
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turned.  He  talk»  of  my  makioff  the  Paternity  of  God  oyerride  all 
the  other  attributes.  What  folly  to  indulge  in  such  ext)rej»sions, 
when  every  hearer  knows  they  are  wholly  groundless.  I  have 
taken  no  such  view  of  God's  paternity.  I  have  simply  said  that 
high  above  all  the  glorious  characteristics  which  distingaish  Jeho- 
vah, stands  his  Paternity.  The  New  Testament  itself  gives  it 
this  prominence.  He  who  cannot  acknowledge  this,  has  either 
never  read  his  Bible,  oris  deliberately  seeking  to  mislead  the  pub- 
lic mind.  Although  I  have  not  claimed  Paternity  as  an  attribute 
of  God,  yet  I  am  surprised  that  Elder  Holmes  should  deny  it.  Let 
him  ask  the  next  scnool-boy  he  meets,  and  he  will  be  taught 
by  the  urchin,  that  the  word  '*  Attribute,"  signifies  any  quality, 
property,  characteristic,  or  power  possessed  or  attributed  to  a  be- 
ing. Paternity  is  as  much  an  attribute  as  wisdom.  I  regret  my 
opponent  is  continually  exposing  his  ignorance,  even  of  the  most 
common  rules  of  philology.  White  putting  on  pompous  airs  of 
scholarship, the  seems  actually  in  need  of  instruction  in  tne  rudiments 
of  common  knowledge.  I  really  trust  he  will  not  expose  himself 
80  rashly  hereafter.  It  destroys  the  dignity  of  our  debate,  and  I 
am  apprehensive  will  lead  the  public  to  hnagine  I  haVfe  consented 
to  measure  swords  with  a  mere  tyro,  instead  of  a  Methodist  **  Mas- 
ter of  Arts." 

The  Elder  maintains  that  if  God  is  the  Father  or  all  men,  he 
Might  to  save  them  now.  He  insists  moreover,  that  that  which 
fails  of  saving  mankind  in  this  world,  may  fail  of  saving  them 
hereafter.  How  original  and  refreshing  is  this  argument  which 
has  been  introduced  and  answered  in  this  debate  time  and  again. 
On  what  principle  does  he  attempt  to  assert  that  God  ought  to  save 
men  now,  if  he  is  their  Parent  f  Is  not  Deity  a  better  judge  on 
this  point,  than  a  Presiding  Elder  ?  A  wealthy  man  is  as  much  the  fa- 
ther of  his  son  at  ten  years  of  age,  as  he  ever  will  be.  Is  this  a  suffi- 
cient reason  that  he  should  put  into  the  possession  of  the  child  at 
that  age,  all  the  property  he  designs  ever  to  bestow  upon  him  ? 
The  Father  of  all  is  best  prepared  to  judge  of  the  times  and  sea- 
sons for  bestowing  his  gifts  on  his  creatures.  As  to  the  assertion 
that  because  God's  grace  does  not  save  men  now,  it  may  never  be 
able  to  do  po,  the  position  is  as  fatal  to  my  opponent  as  any  other  ' 
being  on  earth.  The  grace  of  God  does  not  save  him  now,  hence, 
according  to  his  own  showing,  it  may  never  save  him.  The  El- 
der's terms  are  exceedingly  sophistical.  The  fact  that  men  are  not 
saved  now,  is  not  to  be  attributed  to  any/ar/txrf  in  God  to  save  them. 
He  has  made  no  attempt  to  save  them  here— i.  e.  to  elevate  them 
to  the  pinnacle  of  perfection  and  happiness  while  in  this  world  ! 
They  are  not  thus  saved  now,  because  this  is  not  the  life  in  which 
Jehovah  designs  to  accomplish  such  a  work  !  ! 

Mr.  Holmes  returns  again  to  the  subject  of  moral  death.  He  in- 
^ttires,  as  if  the  topic  had  for  the  first  time,  just  gained  his  atten- 
tion, how  it  is  that  there  can  he  moral  life  in  the  midst  of  monl 
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death?  This  is  tantamount  to  asking,  how  a  noan  Ihat  has  fallen 
iuto  sin  can  possibly  reform.  Moral  death  is  not  an  extinction  of  be- 
ing, neither  is  it  annikifation  of  the  moral  powers.  These  pow- 
ers ar^  in  a  dormant  state,  while  the  animal  passions  are  in  the  as- 
cendency. But  under  proper  io^uences,  the  moral  powers  are 
quickened  into  activity — }^in  that  influence,  and  that  controlifo^ 
power,  for  which  they  were  designed — and  lo  .'  he  that  was  dead 
in  trespasses  and  sins,  is  alive  in  virtue  and  righteousness.  As  £ 
have  aJ ready  noticed  this  subject  in  a  somewhat  extended  form,  in 
my  fourth  and  sixth  replies,  it  caunot  he  necessary  for  me  to  go 
over  the  ground  again.* 

In  reference  to  the  ea9e  of  the  insane  woman  who  drowned  her 
children  to  secure  their  salvation,  my  opponent  says  if  I  intend 
to  represent  that  his  views  lead  to  insanity  and  suicide,  he  wants 
me  to  pause !\  I  would  inform  Mr.  Holmes  that  I  cannot  **  pause** 
at  th*s  point  It  is  a  subject  to  which  I  have  given  not  a  little  in- 
vesligatioQ.  And  I  now  deliberately  charge  his  doctrine  of  End- 
less runbhment  with  leading  directly  to  insanity  and  suicide  f  The 
records  of  our  Lunatic  Asylums,  afford  a  melancholly  proof  of  the 
truth  of  my  charge.  In  the  Eleventh  Annual  Report  of  the  Mas* 
eachusetts  State  Lunatic  Asylum,  written  by  Dr.  Woodward,  the 
Superintendent,  there  is  a  statistical  table  of  the  number  of  pattenta 
in  that  institution,  made  insane  by  different  causes.  Ii  appears  bj 
this  table,  that  intemperance  is  usually  the  most  ordinary  cause  of 
insanity.  But  what  may  surprise  my  opponent  and  others,  the 
next  most  prolific  source  of  insanity,  is  Religious  Excitement  f 
During  the  ten  years  from  1833  to  1843,  there  were  generally  more 
made  insane  by  intemperance  than  by  religion.  In  the  last  named 
year,  however,  there  were  more  than  double  the  number  driven  to 
insanity  by  religious  excitement,  than  by  intemperance.  While  of 
th^  whole  number  of  patients,  six  and  one-fourth  per  cent  became 
insane  through  intemperance,  twelve  and  three -fourth  per  cent, 
were  insane  in  conser^uence  of  religious  excitement.  In  the  same 
Beport  there  is  a  tabic  showing  the  causes  of  insanity  in  ten  differ- 
ent Asylums  in  the  United  Siatcs.  In  several  of  these,  religious 
excitement  was  more  fruitful  of  insanity  than  intemperance.  For 
instance,  in  the  Hartford  Asylum,  Conn,  in  1836,  there  were  103 
insane  from  intemperance,  and  .110  from  religion.  In  the  Ohio 
Asylum,  intemperance  32 — religion  54.  The  Bloomingdale  Asy- 
lum, (near  New-York  citv,)  intemperance  19 — religion  14.  In  the 
ten  Asylums,  of  the  whole  number  of  patients,  374  were  made  in* 
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Fane  by  religious  excitement.  Let  it  be  understood,  that  by  **  re- 
ligious excitement,"  is  meant  insanity  produced  by  preaching  the 
doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment/  Religious  insanity  was  never 
produced  by  any  other  sentiment.  I  trust  my  friend  is  satisfied 
that  rhave  made  good  my  charge. 

In  regard  to  the  suicides  caused  by  the  same  doctrine,  the  evi- 
dence IS  as  tangible  and  convincing  as  that  respecting  insanity. 
Scores  in  our  land  have  destroyed  their  own  lives  from  this  cause. 
No  facts  are  better  corroborated  than  these.  But  1  cannot  here  in- 
troduce the  evidence.* 

My  friend  contends  that  if  there  is  probaUon  in  another  world, 
there  must  be  retribuiion  there.  If  men  sin  in  the  future  existence 
— or  if  any  sins  committed  in  this  life,  do  not  here  receive  an  ade- 
quate punishment — ii  follows  of  course,  that  there  will  be  punitjh- 
ment  in  that  existence.  It  will  not  however,  be  a  gross  infliction 
of  torture,  with  no  gocd  in  view ;  but  a  wise,  salutary,  instructive 
and  elevating  discipline — which  will  give  its  subjects  a  proper  un- 
derstanding of  the  odiousness  of  sin,  the  value  and  lovelines  of 
righteousness,  and  thus  lead  to  the  highest  degree  of  holiness  and 
bhss ! 

Elder  Holmes  as.=erts  that  if  noli n ess  be  an  iTiJinite  good,  then 
Bin  must  be  an  infinite  evil.  I  must  be  allowed  to  express  my  sur- 
prise at  such  a  declaration,  from  one  who  makes  high  pretensions 
lo  logic,  and  who  flouiishes  his  pedantic  syllogisms  around  the  cars 
of  the  audience  until  they  are  nearly  bewildered  in  their  mystic 
depths.  In  this  instance  he  brings  the  magnitude  of  man's  quali- 
ties on  a  par  with  the  qualities  of  Jehovah.  Because  holiness  in 
God  is  inlinitc,  therefore  sin  in  man  is  infinite  !  !  How  profound 
this  reasoning  I  Why  is  holiness  in  God,  infinite  ?  Because  God 
is  himself  inlinite,  and  all  his  qualities  partake  of  his  infinity.  If 
Deity  could  commit  sin,  that  sin  would  be  an  infinite  evil!  But 
in  no  other  case  can  sin  be  infinite.  When  committed  by  man  it 
must  be  finite.     The  effect  cannot  exceed  the  cause. 

My  friend  frays  a  thing  may  be  infinite   in  duration  and  not 
'  magnitude.     This  is  very  true.     But  how  does  it  strength 
cause  ?     To  say  that  any  sinful  act  which  man  commits, 
infinite   or  endless  in  duration,  or  that  endless  consequei 
flow  from  it,  is  to  make  the  effect  exceed  the  cause.  The  ri 
Fcnd  ilB  rapid  stream  far  into  the  ocean  ;  but  ere  long  it 
lost  in  the  vast  contiguity  of  waters,  and  amid  the  thou  pan 
ter-currents,  which  it  meets  on  every  hand.     So  the  consei^ 
of  a  binful  action  may  be  felt  for  a  long  period  of  tim.e.  Bui . 


'  •  Dr.  Bngham.  Supctintendcnt  of  the  New-York  Slate  LtTuatic  Asylum,  in  lii» 
work  cntiikd  '*  Inlluence  olReligion  on  Ileolth/'  gives  many  facts  Bustaining  lb« 
position.  lie  s^vs^— "  1  have  the  parliculitrs  of  about  nhiett/  cases  of  suicide  frnna 
religious  melancholy,  wliich  have  occurred  in  tix  ol  Uie  Northern  B4mi3MJ»-=mJBlL 
Thin  "  rchgioui  irelancholy,"  wa»  caused  by  the  |»reacbin£  of  En" 
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broad  current  of  GoVa  Providence,  in  the  vast  ocean  of  his  Per- 
fections, these  rills  flowins:  from  human  deeds,  will  in  due  time,  be 
swallowed  up  forever.  That  Deity  can  counteract  and  wholly  de- 
stroy the  consequences  of  man's  sinful  actions — yea  that  he  can  even 
make  them  become  the  sources  of  ^eal  blessings,  no  christian  can 
doubt.  Havinj5  this  prerogative,  this  power,  why  should  he  not  ex- 
ercise it  ?  Why  should  he  allow  dark  streams  of  sin  to  run  through 
the  brij^ht  realmsof  hfs  moral  universe  forever.^when  he  has  the  pow- 
er to  dry  them  up,  or  to  purify  their  entire  current  ?  That  he  pos- 
sesses this  power,  and  that  he  does  exercise  it,  wo  have  the  evi- 
dences in  the  case  of  Joseph  and  his  brethren,  the  crucifixion  of  the 
Savior,  and  many  other  instances  recorded  in  the  Bible.  We  con- 
tend that  in  the  exetciseof  the  same  prerogative,  he  will  counter- 
act and  over-rule  in  due  time,  the  consequences  of  all  sin. 

If  the  declaration  that  a  thing  may  be  infinite  in  duration^  and 
not  in  magnitude^  is  applied  to  punishment,  it  fails  to  establish 
its  endlessness.  Any  degree  of  pain  of  sufl5cient  intensity  to 
amount  to  punishment — i.  e.  suflfieient  to  give  serious  misery — 
continued  forever ^  would  at  length  sum  up  to  an  aggregate  of 
wretchedness,  infinitely  over-balancing  the  sins  any  one  man  can 
possibly  commit  in  three  scoie  years  and  ten — yea,  would  out- 
weigh all  the  sin  committed  by  all  men,  from  the  creation  of  our 
earth,  to  the  final  winding  up  of  its  great  drama.  The  plainest 
promptings  of  Justice,  would  peremptorily  forbid  an  infliction  of 
pain  of  an  endless  duration,  however  small  its  amount. 

In  referring  once  more  to  his  doctrine  of  Atonement,  Elder 
Holmes  has  fallen  into  another  misrepresentation  of  my  views. 
He  sayiB  that  according  to  my  theory,  the  sufferings  which  St. 
Paul  endured,  had  the  same  merit  as  Christ's  sufferings.  This  is 
not  my  posrtion.  The  sufferings  of  Christ  exceed  vastly  in  merit, 
those  endured  by  Paul,  or  any  other  man.  He  was  a  divine  be- 
ing— pure,  spotless,  compassionate  and  loving.  He  suffered  vol- 
untarily for  the  world.  Paul  was  human,  erring,  imperfect  in  his 
own  nature.  My  ground  is,  that  the  Apostle's  sufleriogs  were 
endured  for  a  similar  purpose,  that  the  Redeemer  bore  his  inflic- 
tions— that  is,  to  manifest  devotion  to  the  cause  of  truth,  and  to 
confer  benefit  on  others.  The  view  I  take  of  this  subject,  is 
based  on  the  following  passage  of  scripture,  among  miiny  others 
that  might  be  quoted. — **  Hereby  perceive  we  the  love  of  God, 
[more  properly  of  Christ,]  because  he  laid  down  his  life  Jor  us  ; 
and  we  ought  to  lay  down  our  lives  for  the  brethren." — (1  John 
iu.  16.) 

The  eleventh  argument  which  Mr.  Holmes  introduces  on  the  af- 
firmative of  this  question,  is  that  Endless  Wretchedness  is  sup- 
ported by  the  common  sense  of  mankind,  by  which  he  says  he 
means  the  common  opinion  of  mankind.  It  is  not  worth  while  to 
spend  ^uch  time  in  noticing  the  phraseology  of  this  argument* 
I  mast  be  pennitted  to  say*  that  common  atnmaM  eomman  opmum 
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are  often  quite  different,  an  1  very  far  apart.  Many  things  which 
arc  upheld  by  common  opinion,  do  great  violence  to  common 
sense.  The  worship  of  idols  receives  the  sanction  of  commoj^ 
opinion  throus^hout  heathen  landF,  but  does  not  common  sense  re- 
ject it  ?  Nothing  can  conflict  more  directly  with  common  aense, 
than  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  But  it  is  sanctioned  by  com- 
mon opinion  throughout  the  ranks  of  partialism.  I  trust  my  friend 
will  pardon  me  for  saying,  that  the  argument  now  under  consider- 
ation, is  the  weakest  I  have  ever  heard  offered  in  defence  of  end- 
less punishnent.  It  is  predicated  on  the  childish  assumption, 
that  numbers  of  believers  decide  tha  truth  of  doctrines.  I  ask  the 
audience  to  follow  out  thit*  argument  legitimately.  Where  will  it 
lead  us  ?  To  act  on  its  princip-es.  all  Episcopalians  should  be- 
come Presbyterians — the  Presbyterians  should  turn  Methodists — 
the  Methodists  should  join  the  Baptists— and  all  Protestant 
sects  should  immediately  become  Catholics.  For  each  of  these 
sects  increase  in  their  numbers  in  the  order  they  are  named.  In 
fact,  to  follow  my  friend's  criterion,  all  Christendom  should  aban- 
don the  doctrines  of  Jesus,  and  go  over  to  Paganism  in  a  body ; 
for  the  adherents  of  heathen  religion,  far  outnumber  all  the  rest 
of  the  world ;  and  accoidingto  the  rule  he  lays  down,  heathenism 
roust  inculcate  ihe  only  true  doctrines  among  men.  What  do  you 
think  of  the  Elder's  argument?  Suppose  a  doctrine  is  believed 
by  bat  a  few,  what  evidence  can  that  be  of  its  falsity  ?  There 
was  a  time  when  Christianity  itself  was  be:ieved  only  by  the  Man 
of  Nazareth,  and  his  twelve  humble  followers,  while  the  entire 
**  common  opinion"  of  mankind  was  against  it.  Was  that  suffici- 
ent reason  for  the  Jews  to  disbelieve  and  reject  its  divine  doc- 
trines 1  If  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  had  only  been  as  shrewd 
as  my  opponent,  what  an  overwhelming;  argument  they  could 
have  wielded  against  the  gosp3l  of  Christ ! !  In  one  word, "  com- 
mon sense"  declares  that  numbers  or  age  cannot  be  a  test  of  the 
truth  oi  doctrines. 

Mr.  Holmes  insists  that  endless  punishment  has  been  believed 
among  the  heathen,  from  the  earliest  ages.     What  then  ?     So  has 
idol- worship— i*o  has  the  doctrine  of  a  plurality  of  gods — so  ha? 
the  belief  in  a  hell  of  literal  lire  and  brimstone.    But  my  frier 
will  not  contend  these  sentiments  are  any  the  more  true  on  th 
account.     He  defies  me  to  prov^  that  the  idea  of  endless  w< 
was  invented.     I  have  already  proved  beyond  the  slightest  doul 
by  the  language  of  heathen  writers,  that  that  doctrine  was  an  n 
ventioiit  got  up  in  their  own  midst.     For  the  satisfaction  of  th<. 
Elder,  allow  me  to  introduce  the  testimony  again.     Cicero,  the  re- 
nowned orator  and  scholar  of  Rome,  says,  in  his  sixth  oration — 
•*It  was  on  this  account  that  the  ancients  INVENTED  their  in- 
fernal punishments  of  the  dead,  to  keep  the  wicked  in  some  awe 
in  this  life  P     The  Elder  says  that  Endless  Punishment  is  a  tra- 
dition.   That  is  true !    And  I  will  add,  it  is  nothing  but  a  trad' 
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Hon !  He  informs  ns  that  all  tradition  can  be  traced  back  to  some 
common  source.  True  again.  What  is  ihe  source  of  this  tra- 
dition f  Was  it  revealed  to  the  heathen  from  God  ?  I  deny  the 
assertion.  There  is  no  more  evidence  that  he  revealed  that  doc- 
trine to  them,  than  that  he  revealed  any  other  of  the  absurd  religious 
notions  prevailing  among  Pagan  nations.  The  doctrine  of  eternal 
misery  was  never  revealed  by  the  Deity  to  the  Hebrews.  There 
is  no  biblical  scholar  of  any  note  in  oar  day,  who  claims  to  find 
any  such  doctrine  revealed  in  the  Old  Testament.  Can  it  consist- 
ently be  supposed  that  God  would  reveal  such  doctrine  to  the 
heathen,  and  withhold  it  from  his  ancient  people,  to  whom  were 
delivered  .the  •*  oracles  of  truth  .?"  The  tradition  of  endless  tor- 
ments has  already  been  traced  to  its  common  source  in  heathen- 
ism, in  my  third  reply  on  this  question.  I  showed  that  the  idea 
was  first  suggested  amon^  an  ignorant  and  superstitious  people, 
by  the  custom  of  depositing  the  bodies  of  the  dead,  in  deep  and 
dark  caverns  and  sepulchres.* 

My  friend  doubts  whether  Sir  Isaac  Newton  was  a  believer  in 
the  salvation  of  all  men.  That  he  departed  far  from  those  views 
which  are  denominated  "  evaneelical,"  there  can  not  be  a  doubt 
among  those  who  have  read  nis  theological  writings.  Bishop 
Hor.«ely,  the  editor  of  Newton's  works,  is  charged  with  suppres- 
ing  some  of  his  manuscripts,  which  would  undoubtedly  have 
thrown  more  light  upon  his  religious  views.  But  that  the  great 
philosopher  rejected  the  doctrine  of  the  endless  per^iuity  of  mis- 
cry,  is  true  beyond  a  doubt.f  Rev.  Wm.  Whiston,  known 
throughout  the  world,  as  the  translator  of  the  works  of  Josephus, 
who  was  an  intimate  friend  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  his  assistant 
while  Professor  of  Mathematics  in  Cambridge  University,  and 
successor  to  Sir  Isaac  in  that  Professorship,  and  who  had  the  best 
opportunity  of  knowing  his  real  religious  opinions,  declares  that 
Newton's  views  were  precisely  the  same  as  his,  on  the  subject  of 
£ndless  Punishment.  And  it  is  well  known  that  Whiston  deci- 
dedly rejected  that  doctrine,  and  published  several  works  against 
it.  The  Elder  asserts  that  Newton  was  greatly  offended  with 
Whiston  for  representing  him  as  an  Avian,  This  may  be.  It  ia 
very  possible  he  was  not  an  Arian^  and  yet  was  a  believer  in  the 
salvation  of  all  mankind.  It  was  not  uncommon  for  TWnt/art- 
ans  to  be  Universalists  in  those  da^''s.  Indeed  there  is  reason  to 
believe  it  was  considered  a  greater  oSence  at  that  time,  to  deny 
the  Trinity,  than  to  object  to  the  doctrine  of  endless  sufFerine. 
That  Newton  rejected  the  latter  sentiment,  is  unquestionably 
true,  however  far  he  may  have  been  removed  from  Arianism. 

'Seep.4M. 

t  In  hU  paraphraae  on  lUr.  xiv.  10,  II,  he  s*7»— "  Hae  degree  and  dmxttieM  of  tiM 
tormenu  of  thoM  d«generat«  and  antUChristian  people,  thoald  be  no  oVier  Uma 
woald  be  approved  of  by  those  angeU  who  had  trtr  labored  for  their  talYatioii,  aad 
th«t  lam'i  who  had  redMmed  them  with  hie  moei  preeiooe  blood." 
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Mr.  Holmes  crtn  goes  so  far  as  to  qaestioii  whether  Dr.  Ben' 
jamin  Rush^  one  of  the  immortal  signers  of  the  Declaration  of  In- 
dependence, was  a  Universalist.  This  would  be  laughable^  did  it 
not  show  an  unblushing  effrontery,  at  making  reckless  assertions 
**  hit  or  miss,''  without  the  slightest  knowledge,  or  apparently  the 
slightest  care,  whether  they  are  true  or  false  f!  There  is  no  more 
doubt  in  regard  to  the  fact  that  Dr.  Rush  was  a  Universalist,  than 
there  is  that  John  Murray  or  Elhanan  WinchesUry  were  believers 
in  that  doctrine.  Dr.  Rush  was  the  warm  supporter  and  intimate 
friend  of  Winchester — attended  his  meeting  m  Philadelphia,  and 
corresponded  with  him  while  he  was  in  Europe.  If  the  Elder 
wants  documents  on  this  subject,  I  can  furnish  him  with  an  abun- 
dant supply.*  True,  he  admired  the  writings  of  Fletcher  and 
Wesley,  and  other  Methodists;  but  it  was  only  because  he  be- 
lieved they  inculcated  sentiments  preferable  to  Calvinism,  and 
which  led  directly  to  Universalism.f  I  ask  the  audience  what 
reliance  they  can  place  on  the  positions  of  a  man  who  will  thus 
blindly  make  assertions,  not  only  unsupported  by  facts,  but  di- 
rectly in  the  face  of  the  most  incontrovertible  evidence ! !  Anoth- 
er thing.  Elder  Holmes  alledges  that  I  took  most  of  my  ^^  string 
of  names,''  as  he  sneeringly  denominates  my  list  of  eminent  men, 
and  many  other  facts  I  nave  introduced,  from  a  Universalist  AU 
manacf  The  object  of  this  fabrication  was  to  cast  suspicion  up- 
on my  sources  of  information.  The  charge  and  the  intention  are 
unworthy  any  respectable  gentleman.  Not  a  fact,  not  a  word, 
introduced  into  this  discussion,  have  I  taken  from  a  Universalist 
Almanac,  or  Register,  or  any  thing  of  the  kind.  I  feel  that  it  is 
de^ra^ing  to  notice  assertions  so  low  and  base.  I  do  it  only  to 
point  the  public  to  specimens  of  the  spirit  and  principles  of  action 
by  which  my  opponent  is  governed!! 

Permit  me  here  to  introduce  my  twelfth  Negative  Argument. 
The  system  of  doctrines,  of  which  Endless  Punishment  forms  the 
centre  and  soul,  represents  the  Deity  as  dependent  on  man,  for  the 
accomplishment  of  his  purposes.  My  friend  opposite,  will  allow 
—has  already  allowed — that  God  created  n^ankind  originally  de- 

'  While  Winchester  was  in  London,  Dr.  Rush  addressed  hira  a  letter  dated  Phil* 
adelphia.  May  11,  1791,  in  which  he  says — "  The  UnivermjU  doctrine  prerails  more 
and  more  in  onr  country,  paiticularly  among  persons  eminent  for  their  J9te/y,  in 
whom  it  is  not  a  mere  speculation,  bat  a  new  principle  of  action  in  the  heart, 
prompting  to  practical  goUineoe.** 

t  In  another  letter  to  Winchester  in  London,  dated  Philadelphia,  Nov.  12, 1791, 
Dr  Rnih  uses  the  following  langnase — ^*Tonr  fnneral  sermon  for  Mr.  John  Wes* 
ley,  does  honor  to  the  philanthropy  of  your  Universal  principles.  I  admire  and 
honor  that  great  man  above  any  man  that  has  lired  since  the  time  of  the  Apostles. 
His  writings  will  ere  long  revive  in  ntpport  of  our  doctrine.  For'if  Christ  died  for 
aU,  as  Mr.  Wesley  always  tan^t,  it  will  soon  appear  a  neeeseory  coneequenee  that 
ALL  shall  be  saved ! !"  There  was  not  a  little  sympathy  between  Methodists  and 
Univertnliete  in  those 
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signing  lo  bring  the  entire  race  td  a  state  of  holiness  and  happi* 
ness.  Moreover,  he  will  acknowledge  that  the  Father  sent  me 
Son  to  save  all  men,  and  that  in  his  gospel  the  most  abundant 
prorisions  are  made  for  the  salvation  of  every  human  being ! 
Will  these  gracious  purposes — these  benevolent  designs — be  ac- 
complished ?  His  system  declares  they  will  not.  And  why  ? 
Because  the  creature  teiU  not  be  saved — wili  not  accept  the 
terms  of  salvation — will  not  ALLOW  God  to  save  him  in  his  own. 
way  !  !  If  this  is  a  true  statement  of  the  case,  the  creature  over- 
throws the  plans  of  the  Creator.  Does  not  this  unavoidably  make  the 
Deity  dependent  on  man  for  the  fulfillment  of  his  purposes  ?  If 
man  will  do  certain  things — if  man  will  comply  with  certun 
terms — then  God  can  accomplish  his  original  purposes.  But  if 
man  tinH  not  lend  bis  aid — if  he  will  not  perform  a  certain  part 
of  the  work — then  it  is  impossible  for  the  desigjns  of  the  Creator 
to  be  aeeompHshed  ! !  Who  does  not  see  that  this  makes  Jehovah 
dependent  on  a  worm  of  the  dust,  for  carrying  forward  to  a  suc- 
cessful issue,  his  divine  and  infinite  plans  ?  It  makes  '*  the  hinge,'* 
the  turning  point,  of  those  plans,  to  rest  in  the  most  weak,  fickle- 
minded  and  uncertain  of  creatures,  rather  than  in  God,  the  most 
mighty,  wise,  able  and  sure  of  all  beings ! !  Why  should  the 
Creator  allow  this  ?  Why  should  he  disrobe  himself  of  that 
which  would  give  infinite  CERTAINTY  to  all  his  primary  de- 
igns towards  bis  offspring,  and  placfe  it  upon  the  shoulders  of  ir- 
orant  man,  where  he  kne^^  it  would  be  in  the  very  midst  of  UN- 
JERTACNTY  .>  No  reason  can  be  assigned  for  a  transaction  so 
estructive.  Hence  whoever  adopt  such  an  idea,  must  believe  it 
1  direct  violation  of  their  own  good  sense  !  We  may  be  sure 
ehovah  has  not  delegated  to  other  beings,  nor  put  away  from 
himself,  for  any  cause,  that  which  is  essential  to  give  success  to 
all  his  measures  for  man*s  salvation.  Within  his  own  infinite  na- 
ture and  endless  rescources,  there  is  an  abundant  sufficiency  to 
carry  into  execution  every  design  and  plan  he  has  formed  in  re- 
gard to  his  creatures.  No  being  in  heaven  or  on  earth,  can 
thwart  his  will.  To  none  hits  he  given  the  power  to  overturn  hia 
purposes !  If  men  possess  an  ability  to  frustrate  the  designs  of 
Gocl  at  one  tiirie,  they  may  at  another  If  they  can  annul  his  pur- 
pose to  save  them,  they  can  annul  his  purpose  to  damn  them  ! ! 
How  absurd  the  idea  that  Deity  will  permit  bis  creatures  to 
thwart  his  efforts  to  make  them  endlessly  happy,  and  will  not 
permit  them  to  thwart  his  efforts  to  make  them  endlessly  mistra- 
ble.  All  such  errors  should  be  abandoned.  Jehovah's  Will  is  the 
Sovereign  Arbiter  of  all  events.  His  Will  is  able  to  make  man's 
will  the  agent  to  accomplish  its  designs — **0f  his  own  Will  be- 
gat he  us  with  the  word  of  truth  "—(James  i.  18.)  "  It  is  God 
which  itorketh  in  you,  both  to  WILL  and  to  DO,  of  his  good  plea- 
sure!"—( Phil.  ii.  13.) 
My  thirteenth  Negative  Ai;gumeot*  is  that  the  doctrine  of  End- 
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law  PafiraboMnt  di^ionors  God,  and  diagraew  Christ  U  rcpve*- 
sents  God  as  cre^iog  maokiad  undar  such  circumstances,  that  a 
large  portion  fall  into  unending  bJaspliemy  and  woe.  Is  not  this 
casting  dishonor  upon  his  good  name  ?  Jehovah  formed  the  ho^ 
man  race  for  his  own  pleasure—*^  Thou  hast  created  all  thing^ ; 
and  for  thy  PLCASUR£,  they  ars  and  were  created."  ^Rev,  iv. 
11.)  God  took  piea$ure  in  man's  creation.  He  took  pleasure  not 
only  in  the  act  of  his  creation,  but  in  the  end  for  which  he  was 
created.  As  Deity  is  omniscient — as  all  eternity  is  NOW  to  him 
— that  end  was  clearly  seen  and  known  to  him.  And  if  to  any 
of  his  creatures  it  is  an  end  of  agony  and  «m,  God  who  saw  it, 
and  knew  it,  must  have  taken  PLEASURE  in  it.  Surely  ha 
would  not  create  any  for  an  end  in  which  he  did  not  take  plea- 
sure !  Hence,  this  doctrine  virtually  charges  an  infinitely  holy  Be- 
ing with  takine  pleasure  in  a  stata  of  endless  sin  and  woe  ! ! 
Does  not  this  di&nonor  God  ? 

In  whatever  way  it  may  be  supposed  man  will  become  an  end- 
less sufferer  and  bla3phemer,  it  equally  dishonors  God.  If  we 
say  with  the  Presbyterians,  that  God  from  all  eternity  refrobaUd 
a  part  of  mankind  to  eternal  woe*  we  dishonor  him  by  dishonor- 
ing his  benevoie^ice,  his  goodness^  and  his  nurcy .'  If  we  take  the 
ffround  of  our  Methodist  brethren,  and  while  contending  that  the 
Creator  designed  all  to  be  happy,  insist  also  that  his  plans  to  ac- 
complish that  design  have  most  signally  failed — yea,  that  God 
knew  they  icouldfaii;  knew  thnt  all  his  provisions  and  offers 
would  be  in  vain ;  knew  that  a  large  part  would  forever  be  siti- 
ful  and  wretched,  when  he  made  them — we  should  deeply  dis- 
honor God,  by  dishonoring  his  Wisdom,  his  Power ^  and  all  his 
most  important  attributes. 

This  doctrine  also  disgraces  Christ.  His  Father  sent  him  to 
save  all  men,  and  he  came  exprcssly.to  perform  that  great  and 
good  work.  He  had  ample  POW£E  to  complete  it  He  de* 
clares,  **  All  power  is  given  unto  me  in  heaven,  and  in  earth." — 
(Matt,  xxviii.  18.)  Will  Jesus  succeed  in  this  holy  work  ?  The 
doctrine  my  friend  advocates,  declares  he  will  not !  It  insists  he 
will  meet  with  a  great  overthrow — an  almost  total  rout !  !  It 
declares  his  adversary,  the  Devil,  will  succeed  in  robbing  him  of 
vast  myriads  of  those  for  whom  he  died !  It  proclaims  a  mighty 
victory  for  the  Devil  1  It  insists  that  the  Son  of  God  will  return 
to  his  Father,  sulTering  under  an  eternal  defeat,  with  but  a  small 
remnant  of  those  he  was  sent  to  save — ^that  the  conqueror's 
wreath  shall  be  snatched  from  his  brow  by  the  arch  Adversary, 
who  ^hall  remain  forever  undestroyed,  unconquered  ! ! — A  con- 
summation which  would  make  all  Heaven  MOURN,  and  all  Hell 
REJOICE ! !  I  insist  that  a  doctrine  which  makes  such  represen- 
tations, casts  deep  disgrace  on  the  Son  of  God ! !  How  dilfer- 
ent,  far  different,  does  the  opposite  sentiment  represent,  exalt, 
and  honor  him !  1 
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My  Fourteenth  Ne^ire  Argament,  is  that  endless  misery  is 
not  recognized  in  their  devotional  exercises^  hy  any  of  the  patri- 
archs, prophets,  saints  or  righteous  men,  mentioned  in  the  scrip* 
tares.  If  the  doctrine  is  true,  they  must  have  been  acquainted 
with  it,  and  must  have  felt  exposed  to  it.  Yet  in  no  instance  in 
the  Bible,  does  any  one  pray  that  it  may  be  true,  or  give  thanks 
that  it  is  true.  Neither  did  they  pray  that  endless  woe  might  be 
inflicted  on  any  human  being !  The  prayers  of  Darid  went  as 
far  in  that  diredion  as  any  recorded  in  the  serif  tures.  '  But  the 
roost  he  did  was  to  pray  tor  the  destruction  of  his  enemies — by 
which  he  meant  their  temporal  overthrow  and  death.  Why  did 
not  the  ancient  prophets  and  saints  pray  that  Endless  Punish- 
ment might  come  upon  the  sinful  1  If  it  is  a  just  and  salutary 
doctrine,  and  God  designs  to  inflict  stich  a  punishment,  why  did 
they  not  pray  that  it  might  overtake  them  1 

The  scriptures  are  full  of  the  confessions  of  the  servants  of 

God»  in  relation  to  their  own  sin  and  its  punishment ;  but  in  no 

case  do  they  confess  that  they  were  justly  exposed  to  eternal  woe, 

or  exposed  to  it  in  any  way  or  form !.    Would  they  not  have 

done  so,  had  they  believed  in  such  a  doctrine  ?    Believers  in  it  in 

these  days,  very  frequently  confess  in  their  prayers,  that  it  would 

have  been  just  in  God  to  have  cut  them  off*  forever.    (Do  they 

'  »lieve  a  word  of  it,  when  they  say  so  1)    The  saints  never  pray 

us  in  the  Bible  !     Why  not  1    Neither  do  they  give  thanks  that 

ey  have  been  rescued  from  endless  sufiering.    This  they  would 

Mt  naturally  have  done,  had  they  believed  they  were  exposed 

it.    The  believers  in  that  sentiment  render  such  thanks  in  our 

iVS. 

The  ancient  saints  and  righteous  men,  never  praved  that 
iemselves,  or  their  friends,  might  be  saved  from  endless  woe. 
.f  they  believed  themselves  exposed  to  it,  why  did  they  not  put 
up  such  a  petition  ?  Nothing  would  be  more  proper,  nothing 
more  naturaU  than  such  prayers.  The  modern  believers  in  that 
sentiment  often  pray  in  such,  manner.  Indeed  petitions  that  tbey 
may  not  be  cast  into  endless  perdition,  forms  the  great  theme  of 
most  of  the  prayers  of  modem  orthodox  professors.  No  such 
petition  ever  escaped  from  the  lips  of  those  whose  prayers  are 
mentioned  in  the  Bible.  Christ  ih  that  beautiful  prayer  which 
he  designed  as  a  sample  for  the  imitation  of  all  christians,  gives 
no  direction  to  beseech  God  to  be  saved  from  interminable  woe ! 
His  prayer  is,  "  Deliver  us  from  Evil,''  not  deliver  us  from  end- 
less punishment,  as  it  would  have  been  on  my  brother's  theory. 
The  silence  of  all  the  prayers  in  the  Bible  on  this  -subject,  is 
most  remarkablei  on  the  supposition  that  the  doctrine  is  true ! 
That  silence  is  strong  proof  that  such  a  sentiment  isfaUeJ-^ 
{Time  expired. 
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[MR.  HOLM£S^  EIGHTH  SPEECH.] 

Gent,  Moderators: — Perhaps  I  cannot  employ  the  first  part  of 
my  present  half  hour  to  better  advantage,  than  in  answering  one 
of  the  gentleman*8  recent  objections  to  the  doctrine  of  the  final  per- 
dition of  the  ungodly,  even  though  I  shall  be  obliged  to  do  it  in 
an  off-hand  way.  I  refer  to  his  twelfth  argument,  which  is,  that 
^*  endless  punishment  makes  God  dependent  on  the  creature  for 
the  completion  of  his  purposes."  This  rests  first,  upon  an  erro- 
neous view  of  th«  purposes  of  God.  I  do  not  deny  that  God  has 
"  purposes — eternal  purpotes,  but  they  are  not  of  a  nature  to  con- 
trol, absolutely  and  irresistibly,  the  moral  conduct  of  men,  or  the 
results  of  that  conduct,  so  as  to  make  a  given  result  absolutely 
and  necessarily  certain,  in  every  case.  Upon  this  assumed  ground 
has  Mr.  Austin  built  all  he  has  said  on  this  subject.  Hence,  he 
has  talked  lon^  and  loud  of  the  conflict  between  my  views  and 
the  purpose— lesign-^intenfion  of  God — that  they  "defeat  his 
designs^' — "  thwart  his  purposes" — "  confuse  his  counsels,"  and 
so  on.  But  all  this  is  the  merest  stuff  of  declamation — it  has  not 
even  the  semblance  of  argument,  when  the  nature  of  God's  pur- 
poses is  understood.  What  are  God's  eternal  purposes  ?  We 
answer, 

1.  It  is  his  purpose  to  maintain  a  moral  government  for  the 
display  of  his  glory,  and  the  good  of  all  hol3r  and  obedient  sub- 
jects. This  he  will  do,  in  spite  of  the  opposition  of  rebel^  or  the 
cavils  and  objections  of  Universatists  and  Infidels.  And  this  is  his 
eternal  purpose ;  and  all  his  enemies  will  find  it  to  be  so,  what- 
ever the  consequences  to  them  may  be. 

2.  As  God  foresaw  the  lapsed  condition  of  the  human  race,  it 
was  his  purpoH  to  redeem  them  from  that  condition,  and  give 
them  the  advantages  of  a  system  of  restoring  mercy.  This  pur- 
pose, as  to  redemption,  he  executed  in  the  gift  and  advent  of  his 
Divine  Son,  and  as  to  the  application  of  it  to  the  wants  of  man, 
he  is  now  executing  it,  in  the  agency  of  the  Spirit,  the  dissemi- 
nation of  knowledge,  and  the  proclamation  of  the  gospel  of  sal- 
vation "to  every  creature." 

3.  As  God  made  man  at  first,  with  power  "sufficient  to  hav 
stood  though  free  to  fall,"  that  he  might  have  -a  constituti< 
adapted  to  the  highest  improvement  and  enjoyment,  and  hen^ 
made  his  continuance  in  holiness  and  happiness  depend  on  h 
obedience :  and  as  the  object  of  redemption,  and  the  gospel,  wi 
to  aid  men  in  a  lapsed  state,  in  the  work  of  returning  to  God  an 
securing  the  high  object  of  their  existence ;  therefore  it  was  the 
purpose  of  God  that  the  saving  benefits  of  the  gospel  should  he 
received  and  enjoyed  on  conditions  which  the  sinner  has  power 
to  reject  or  comply  with,  and  that  i\it  final  remit  should  be  accor^ 
ding  to  their  choice.    Hence,  the  Old  Testament  exhorts  sinners 
to  '*  choose  this  day  whom  they  will  serve,"  and  the  New  Testa- 
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ment  proclaims — "he  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  and  he  that 
helieveth  not  shall  be  damned."  This  purpose,  too,  is  as  on* 
changeable  as  it  is  eternal. 

4.  As  it  was  the  purpose  of  God  that  the  human  race  ahould 
maintain  their  original  state,  only  on  condition  of  obedieoce— and 
as  their  only  way  of  escape  is  through  Jesus  Christ  and  his  g09* 
pel,  therefore  it  is  the  unchangeable  and  eternal  purpose  of  God« 
that  those  who  toilffuUy  reject  the  gospel  of  Chnst,  and  the  bles- 
sings of  redemption,  shall  not  share  the  final  results  of  this  sys- 
tem of  restoring  mercy,  but  ejcperience,  in  their  future  and  endms 
condition,  the  legitimate  results  of  their  sinful  career.  Hence  the 
word  of  God  exhorts  sinners,  ^^  now  is  the  accepted  time — ne\9  is 
the  day  of  salvation  f  and  in  announcing  the  final  consequence 
of  unbelief  and  impiety,  it  solemnly  declares,  ^^  he  that  is  unholy, 
let  him  be  unholy  still." 

5.  As  God  foresaw  there  would  be  much  unbelief  in  the  woild, 
notwithstanding  the  plainness  of  his  revelation,  and  the  proofe 
of  his  goodness,  wisdom  and  justice — that  there  would  not  be 
wanting  men  who  would  "  choose  darkness  rather  than  light,  be- 
cause their  deeds  were  evil" — would  deny  the  authority  of  his 
word  and  "  reject  the  counsel  of  God  against  their  souls" — ^that 
even  men  professing  to  be  Christians,  and  wearing  the  garb  of 
eospel  ministers,  would  stand  up  to  arraign  his  wisdom  and  jus- 

,  tice,  and  deny  his  right  to  institute  and  nmintain  a  government 
which  would  hold  its  moral  subjects  responsible  in  their  ultimate 
condition^  for  a  voluntary  course  of  rebellion  and  impiety — God, 
foreseeing  all  this,  detetvtiined — it  was,  and  is,  his  purpose — to  in- 
stitute a  day  of  General  Judgment^  the  proceedings  of  which  shall 
result  in  a  perfect  vindication  of  his  character  from  the  foul  asper- 
sions cast  upon  it  by  his  enemies — and  a  justification  of  his  gov- 
ernment, in  the  endless  banishment  of  those  who  *^  choose  dectth 
in  the  error  of  their  ways'' — while  every  man  shall  receive  "ac- 
cording to  his  deeds,  whether  they  be  good  or  whether  they  be 
evil" — and  a  shout  of  approbation  from  all  holy  beings  shalhpro- 
daim  to  an  assembled  universe,  the  equity  of  the  Divine  Throne, 
saying — "  Alleluia :  salvation,  and  glory,  and  honor,  and  power, 
unto  the  Lord  our  God :  for  true  and  righteou$  are  his  judgments." 
— (Rev.  xiz.  1.)  These  are  the  main  featMres  in  the  divine 
"  plans  and  purposes,"  so  far  as  he  has  revealed  them  to  us.  And 
God  needf  no  assistance  from  men  to  maintain  these  fundamental 
purposes,  nor  can  any  thing  that  men  can  dO)  prevent  their  final 
completion. 

And  now  let  me  ask,  with  which  of  these  purposes  does  the 
doctrine  of  endless  punishment  conflict  ?  Where  is  the  incongru- 
ity 1  I  know  it  disagrees  with  Mr.  Austin^s  notion  of  the  divine 
purposes,  which  is  assumed  without  authority  from  the  word  of 
of  God.  But  I  confess,  it  is  an  instance  of  singular  modesty,  for 
an  opponent  to  assume  the  very  point  in  dispute,  and  then  proceed 
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to  arj^  the  falsity  of  the  contrary  opinion,  becanae  it  disagrees 
with  his  awimption.  This  is  one  way,  and  as  the  gentleman  has 
^termined  to  try  ctH  ways,  we  will  not  cemplain. 

But  in  the  seamd  place ;  in  illustrating  his  argument,  Mr.  Aus- 
tin not  only  destroys  it,  by  proving  too  much  by  it,  but  renders  it 
utterly  impossible  ever  to  prove  the  final  holiness  and  happiness 
of  all  men.  He  argues  that  on  my  principles  men  may  resist  the 
will  of  God  ;  but  says  he,  if  men  may  resist  the  will  of  God  Aere, 
they  may  kerertfter]  and  hence,  "  may  after  all  refuse  to  eo  into 
endless  punishment."  To  this  I  answer,  it  is  a  poor  rule  that 
wont  work  both  ways.  On  his  own  principles,  it  would  follow, 
as  thousands  refuse  to  be  Christians  here,  they  will  have  the  same 
power  hereafter,  and  may  rtfase  to  go  into  heavtn* 

Mr.  AusTiN.'^-Let  them  stay  out  then. 

Mr.  Holmes. — So  I  say,  "Let  them  stay  out."  So  says  the 
doctrine  of  moral  agency — analogy — the  moral  attributes  of  God, 
the  nature  of  the  divine  law  and  its  penalty — and  the  moral  tur- 
pitude of  sin  says,  "  let  them  stay  out."  And  the  doctrine  of  pro- 
bation and  the  common  consent  of  the  world  repeat,  <*  let  them 
stay  out."    And  Jesus  Christ  says  in  the  solemn  decisions  of  the 

i'udgment  day,  "  let  them  stay  out ;"  and  all  holy  beings  will  echo 
>ack  the  sentence  with  loud  acclaim,  "let  them  stay  out." 

I  will  now  direct  attention  to  my  twelfth  affirmative  argument, 
deduced  from 

THE  coNDrnoNALmr  of  salvation. 

That  salvation  in  this  life  is  conditional,  I  suppose  Mr.  Austin 
will  not  dispute.  I  go  still  farther,  and  say,  that  salvation  in 
another  life  is  conditional  also.  Does  my  friend  dispute  this  % 
Then  let  him  attend  to  the  following  arguments. 

1.  The  salvation  Christ  confers  upon  men  is  gospel  salvation, 
that  is,  salvation  from  sin  and  its  consequences — "he  ^all  save 
his  people  from  their  sins."  H  Mr.  Austin  knows  of  any  other 
salvation,  I  should  like  to  hear  him  explain  it.  But  if  it  be  gos- 
pel salvation,  deliverance  from  sin,  then,  whether  enjoyed  in  thia 
life  or  after  death,  it  is  the  same  in  its  nature*  If  it  be  not  the 
same  in  its  nature,  it  is  something  else ;  if  something  else,  then 
k  is  not  gospel  salvation,  and  if  not  gospel  salvation,  it  is  r 
conferred  by  Christ ;  hence,  Christ  is  not  the  Savior  of  all  m 
even  on  the  principles  of  Universalism. 

2.  If  the  salvation  of  those  who  "  come  up  through  great  ti 
ulation,  having  washed  their  robes  and  made  them  white  in 
blood  of  ^the  lamb,"  and  are  made  "  kings  and  priests  unto  G 
forever  and  ever,"  be  gospel  salvation ;  then  it  is  enjoyed  in  tL 
other  life  as  in  this,  on  the  terms,  and  according  to  the  constitu* 
tion  of  the  gospel :  if  not,  then  the  gospel  has  one  constitution  for 
one  state,  another  for  another  state ;  is  conditional  for  one  clase 
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of  men,  and  wieonditional  for  another,  eajojiog  tlie  aama  lifht 
and  privilegee;  salvation  is  conditional  to  the  same  man  at  ona 
period  of  his  existence,  and  unconditional  at  another.  Moreover, 
if  the  constitution  of  the  gospd  be  changeless,  then  to  make  sal- 
vation conditional  to  one  man  and  unconditional  to  another, 
^would  be  a  subversion  of  its  constitution.  If  conditionality  agreis 
with  the  nature  of  the  gospel,  unconditionality  must  contravene. 
Its  nature. 

3.  The  notion  that  those  who  die  in  sin  are  unconditionally 
saved  in  heaven,  has  not  one  particle  oi  evidence  to  support  it, 
either  in  reason  or  revelation.  Give  me  an  argument  from  reaaoa 
to  support  this  notion,  and  it  shall  be  considered.  Give  me  one 
clear  passage  from  God's  word,  affirming  that  those  who  reject 
the  gospel  and  die  in  sin  and  unbelief,  shall  be  saved  with  the 
felicities  of  heaven,  and  I  have  nothing  more  to  Say. 

4.  But  so  far  from  this  being  true,  the  Bible  abounds  with 
proofs  of  the  conditionality  of  future  salvation.  What  I  have  to 
say  en  this  point,  may  be  oriefly  summed  up  under  the  three  fol* 
lowine  heaas : 

1.  Not  a  single  promise  of  spiritual  salvation  to  be  enjoyed 
either  in  this  world  or  the  world  to  come,  is  made  to  the  sinner, 
unconnected  with  conditions  expressed  or  implied.  If  there  be 
such  a  promise,  Mr.  Austin  knows  where  to  And  it.  If  he  will 
produce  it,  I  will  give  it  my  special  attention. 

2.  All  the  promises  of  future  salvation,  either  in  this  world  or 
the  future  state,  are  made  to  the  rightwutt  or  thoee  who  become 
so  by  repentance,  faith  and  obedience.  To  support  this,  I  could 
cite  you  a  hundred  passages,  but  a  few  most  sulhce  as  specimens 
of  the  rest.  (Matt.  v.  8.j — '^Blessed  are  the  pure  in  heart,  for 
t/uy  shall  see  God."  (xxv.  21.)—''  Well  done,  good  and  faithfui 
servant :  thou  hast  been  faitbful  over  a  few  things,  I  will  make 
thee  ruler  over  many  things }  enter  thou  into  the  joy  of  thy  Lord.'* 
(I  John  ii.  25.)— ''And  this  is  the  promise  that  lie  hath  promised 
ii3>  [those  who  abide  in  Christ,]  even  eternal  life:*  (Ps.  cxiL  6.) 
— "TherigAteoiu  shall  be  in  everlastiBg  remembrance.'*  Alao 
(Ps.  i.) — "  Blessed  ia  the  man  that  walketh  not  in  the  ooimsel  ol 
the  ungodly,"  &c.  Verse  3d,  "His  leaf  also  shall  not  wither, 
and  whatooever  he  doeth  shall  prosper." 

3.  Finally,  the  promise  of  future  and  endless  saltation  ia  uni- 
iormly  hung  upon  conditions  which  imply  a  moral  £tness  for  heav« 
en,  acquired  in  this  life.  (Rom.  ii.  6-8.) — "  Who  will  render  to 
every  man  according  to  his  deeds :  to  them  who  by  patieta  can^ 
Unuance  in  weil^oing^  seek  for  glory  and  honor,  and  immortali* 
ty,  eternal  life.'  But  unto  them  that  are  contentious,  and  do  aot 
obey  the  truth,  but  obey  unrigJUeoetenese,  indignatioaand  wiathi** 
lie.  ((ial.  vi.  8,  9.)*-"  He  that  soweth  to  the  ^int  shall  of  the 
spirit  reap  lifeevaxlaating.  And  let  as  AOt  be  we^ry  in  well  do* 
ing,  iotvkdm  Bttum  weelM  reap^  ifme^fa^ml  fMt**    (1  Jeha  y. 
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ll.>— '^€rod  bath  given  us  eternal  life  and  this  life  id  in  his  son 
Hb  ^iot  hath  the  son  hath  life,  and  he  that  hitk  not  the  son,  kath 
not  life:*  (Rer.  xiv.  13.)—"  Blessed  are  the  dead  that  die  in  the 
Lord  from  henceforth :  yea,  saith  the  Spirit,  that  they  may  rest 
from  their  labors  and  their  works  do  follow  them.**  (Heb.  iv.  9.) 
— "There  remaineth,  therefore,  a  rest  to  the  people  of  GodJ*^  (Rev. 
ii.  10.)*-"  Be  thou  faithful  unto  death,  and  I  will  give  thee  a 
crown  of  life."  (Matt.  xix.  16.)—"  What  shall  I  do  that  I  may 
have  eternal  life  ?  Jesus  answered,  if  thou  wilt  enter  into  life, 
keep  the  commandments.*^  (John  iii.  16.) — "That  whosoever  be- 
iieveth  in  him  mi^ht  not  perish,  but  have  everlasting  life.**  (Rom.  vi. 
i.22.)-"But  now  being  mvide  free  from  sin,  and  become  servants  to 
God,  ye  have  yonrfmit  unto  holiness  ;  and  the  end  everlasting  life. 
For  tne  wages  of  sin  is  death;  but  the  gift  of  God  is  eternal  life 
through  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord.**  (John  x.  27.) — "My  ^ep  hear 
my  voice,  and  I  know  them,  and  they  follow  me;  and  I  give  unto 
them  [not  to  the  goats]  eternal  life;  and  they  shall  never  perish." 
(Matt.  xix.  28.) — "  Verily  I  say  unto  yt)u,  that  ye  who  have  fol- 
lowed me  in  the  regeneration,  when  the  Son  of  man  shall  sit  in  the 
throne  of  his  glory,  ye  also  shall  sit  upon  twelve  thrones,  judging 
the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel.  And  everyone  that  hath  forsaken  hou- 
ses, or  brethren,  or  sisters,  or  father,  or  mother,  or  wife,  or  children, 
or  lands,  for  my  name^s  sake,  shall  receive  an  hundred  fold,  and 
shall  inherit  everl'isting  life."  (2  Pet.  i.  x.) — "  Wherefore  the  rath- 
er, brethren,  give  diligence  to  make  your  calling  and  election  sure.** 
If  sure  already,  why  give  dilieence  fo  make  it  sure  ?  He  adds, 
"for  if  ye  do  these  things,  ye  shall  never  fall :  for  so  an  entrance 
shall  be  ministered  unto  you  abundantly,  into  the  everlasting 
kingdom  of  our  Lord  and  Savior  Jesus  Christ."  The  plain  im- 
plication here  is,  that  if  "  these  things"  are  neglected,  we  shall 
^'•fail,**  and  fail  of  entering  into  the  "  everlasting  kingdom  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Chnst." 

The  above  are  but  a  tithe  of  the  multitude  of  passages  of  like 
nature.  Let  it  be  understood,  the  words  everlasting  and  eternal, 
in  these  ijuotations,  are  a  translation  from  the  Greek  "  aionios,^* 
whose  pnmary  signification  is,  "  being  without  end.** 

I  am  not  unaware  of  the  twisting,  turning,  sleight-of-hand  meth- 
ods, by  which  the  force  of  these  and  other  passages  is  sought  to 
bt  evaded.  But  men  of  sense  and  candor  will  not  be  satisfied 
with  such  forced  and  chamelionized  exj^ositiohs  of  scripture.  If 
the  gentleman  is  disposed  to  enter  Upon  this  bootless  work,  he 
has  my  consent,  though  I  shall  not  deem  it  necessary  to  follow 
htm  any  farther  than  the  merits  of  the  question  demand. 

Now,  the  jdain,  common  sense,  unavoidable  sequent  from  the 
Bible  testimonies  above  adduced,  is,  that  future  and  endless  hap« 
piness  w  conditional :  and  that  those  who  fail  in  the  conditions, 
will  also  fail  of  entering  into  life.  This  inference  is  so  irresistible, 
that  I  most  ehtarfally  submit  it  ta  thd  decision  of  all  candid  men. 
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My  thirteenth  argument  is  founded  on  the 

SCRIPTURAL  CONTRAST 

between  the  righteous  and  wicked. 

1.  Mr.  Austin  will  agree  with  me  that  the  Bihle  deecribes  m 
contrast  between  the  holy  and  unholy,  as  to  the  estimation  in 
which  they  are  held  by  a  holy  God,  even  in  this  life.  The  di* 
vine  record  says,  *'his  face  is  against  the  wicked^^ — that  *^he  i» 
angry  with  the  wicked  every  day" — while  he  **  lores  the  right* 
eous,"  and  *^  takes  pleasure  in  those  that  fear  him." 

2.  My  friend,  I  think,  will  scarcely  deny  that  thi«  contrast  i» 
as  stiongly  marked  at  death,  as  at  any  previous  period.  But  if 
there  should  be  any  doubt  at  this  point,  I  will  remove  it  at  once 
by  Bible  testimony. 

(Ps.  xxxvii.  37.) — "  Mark  the  perfect  man,  and  behold  the  up- 
right, for  the  end  of  that  man  is  peace.^^  (Ps.  crvi.  15.) — "  Pre- 
cious in  the  sieht  of  the  Lord  is  the  death  qf  his  sainls.^^  (Prov. 
xiv.  32.) — "  The  righteous  hath  hope  in  his  death.''^  (Luke  xri. 
32.) — '''•  Lazarus  died  and  was  carried  by  angels  to  Abraham's 
bosom."  The  usual  mode  of  expression  in  the  New  Testament  in 
regard  to  the  death  of  Christians,  is,  that  they  *^''die  in  the  Lctrd," 
*^ sleep  in  Jesus,"  &c. 

In  contrast  to  this,  listen  to  a  few  Bible  descriptions  of  the 
death  of  the  wicked.  (Job.  xxrii.  20.) — **  Terrors  take  hold  on 
him  as  waters,  a  tempest  stealeth  him  away  in  the  night.  The 
east  wind  carrielh  him  away,  and  he  departeth  :  and  as  a  storm, 
hurleth  him  out  of  his  place.  For  God  shall  cast  ^pon  him, 
and  not  spare :  he  would  fain  flee  out  of  his  hand.*'  The  wick- 
ed man  at  death,  contemplating  his  fearful  doom,  would  fain  flee 
out  of  the  hand  of  God.  (Ps.  xxxvii.  38.) — "  Transgressors  shall 
be  destroyed  together :  the  end  of  the  wicked  shall  be  cut  o/f.'* 
(Prov.  xi.  7.) — "  When  a  wicked  man  dieth,  his  expectniion  per* 
ishethy  (Prov.  xiv.  32.) — "The  wicked  is  driven  away  in  his 
wickedness."  (Ezek.  xviii.  18.) — *^  He  shall  die  in  his  iniquity.^* 
(Luke  xvi.  23.) — "The  rich  man  died  and  was  buried,  and  in  kell 
he  lifted  up  his  eyes,  being  in  torment.'"  (2  Pet.  ii.  12.) — Descri- 
bing those  who  walk  after  the  flesh,  says,  "  But  these,  as  natural 
brute  beasts,  made  to  be  taken  and  destroyed,  speak  evil  of  the 
things  they  understand  not,  and  shall  nUterly  perish  in  their  own 
corruption." 

Such  is  the  marked  contrast  between  the  righteous  and  wicked 
at  death.  -  Thus  do  the  wicked  leave  the  world,  the  subjects  of 
God's  visible  displeasure ;  in  the  full  strength  of  unholy  passion, 
with  all  the  guilt  of  a  corrupt  and  criminal  life  upon  their  heads. 
If  they  do  not  die  under  the  power  of  moral  insensibility- — if  they 
make  any  intelligent  disclosure  of  their  real  state  of  mind — *udi 
are  the  circumstances  which  mark  their  exit.  And  yet  Universal- 
ism  wipes  its  mouth  "  with  sanctimcmiovs  seeming,"  and  says  to 
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them — "  be  not  alarmed,  your  heavenly  father  is  about  to  receire 
you  to  his  arms  of  everlasting  love  and  mercy ! ! !" 

3.  On  the  principles  of  analogy  and  philosophy,  the  contrast  in 
character  and  happiness  which  exists  at  death,  will  exist  after 
death,  unless  there  be  an  entire  extinction  of  being.  Temporal 
death  is  only  a  dissolution  of  the  body,  hence,  does  not,  and  can- 
not, affect  that  indiseoiuble  nature  of  man,  in  which  moral  char- 
acter inheres  ;  and  as  moral  happiness  arista  out  of  moral  char- 
acter, temporal  or  corporeal  death  does  not,  and  cannot,  afiect  mor- 
al happiness.  The  wicked  man,  dying  in  the  full  strength  of 
moral  depravity,  takes  that  depravity  with  him  into  the  future 
state  ;  and  as  it  has  placed  him  in  contrast  to  the  righteous  in  this 
world,  as  to  character  and  happines«i,  so  it  does  in  that  state  which 
immediately  succeeds  to  death.  Many  Universalists,  unable  to 
avoid  this  conclusion  in  any  other  way,  have  gone  in  for  an  ex- 
tinction ofbein^  between  death  and  the  resurrection.  Mr.  Austin 
may  deny  my  conclusion,  and  adopt  this  method  to  sustain  his  de- 
nial, if  he  chooses.  Still,  to  all  sound  minds,  the  consequence  is 
unavoidable — either  man  ceases  to  be,  at  death,  or  he  carries  with 
him  into  the  future  state,  the  religious  and  moral  character  he  has 
acquired  here.  And  I  am  happy  to  be  able  to  confirm  this  view, 
by  the  recent  admiision  of  the  leading  oracle  of  Universalism. 
Mr.  HoseaBallou  2d,  says — ^'  To  us  the  supposal  of  no  intellectual 
and  moral  connection  of  the  present  with  the  future,  is  so  incon- 
gruou5i  with  all  our  forms  of  thought,  that  we  never  could  bring 
it  distinctly  before  us,  and  still  retain  the  idea  of  another  existence 
for  ourselves.  That  death  is  a  non-conducting  medium,  as  it  were, 
through  which  no  influence  whatever  can  pass  from  this  world ;  that 
ail  our  personal  developments  perish  there:  that  God's  dealings 
with  us  here,  in  providence,  and  even  in  the  work  of  redemption^ 
are  absolutely  shut  up  within  this  present  life,  and  have  no  effect 
or  reference  beyond  ;  that  all  the  joys  and  sorrows  through  which 
we  are  disciplined,  bear  no  fruit  but  what  we  gather  here ;  and 
that  the  seeJs  of  this  [fruit]  have  no  second  j^rowth:  that  the  last 
hours  of  our  agony,  and  so  many  other  sufferings,  are  but  waste 
pains  ;  that  our  characters,  good  or  bad,  the  product  of  so  much 
toil,  die  utterly  and  forever  with  our  bodies — all  this  is  so  abhor^ 
rent  to  our  very  nature,  that  we  would  give  but  Utile  for  a  future 
being,  under  these  anniliilating  conditions." — (Universalist  Quar- 
terly, Vol.  4.)  Here  Mr.  Ballou  admits,  the  seeds  of  the  fruit  we 
gather  here,  have  a  second  growth — **  sin  kills  beyond  the  tomb*' 
— ^and  that  our  **  characters,  whether  good  or  bad,^*  go  with  us  into 
eternity.  Thus  you  see,  truth  is  re-acting  upon  error  in  its  strong 
hold.  But  how  perfectly  this  demolishes  the  system  of  Univer- 
salism, as  generally  taught  during  the  hst  forty  years,  1  need 
not  stop  to  point  out. 

4.  Uaivei^ism  admits  a  general  resurrection ;  and  our  next 
point,  is  that  tho  same  contrast  exists  in  the  rcearrection  stats. 
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Tkb  wonld  tnerhablj  follow  from  tb«  argimieiit  jvot  ptwnted, 
and  from  the  admtsstoa  of  Mr.  Ballou.  If  death  does  Dot  chftogo 
moral  cbaracter  from  bad  to  good,  a  rtswrrection  from  the  dealh 
state  cannot.  The  change  ia  a  physical  one  in  both  caaee,  and 
those  moral  results  and  agencies  identified  with  and  necessary  to 
the  transformation  of  ch^acter,  cannot  be  predicated  of  either. 
The  contrast  of  which  we  are  speakings  in?olre8  moral  character 
and  its  consequences ;  henee,  if  there  he  a  change  between  death 
and  the  resurrection,  it  must  be  effected  by  moral  means.  But  we 
know  of  no  such  means  to  be  employed  to  effect  this  change  du- 
ring this  period ;  if  Mr.  Austin  does,  he  will  confer  a  faror  by 
pointing  them  out«  and  defining  their  character.  Moreover,  as  we 
hare  already  seen«  the  resurrection  of  the  body  will  be  &phy9» 
teal  change — hence,  no  moral  change  can  be  concluded  from 
this.  If,  therefore,  we  had  no  scripture  to  confirm  it,  it  would 
be  in  keeping  with  reason  and  sound  philosophy,  to  suppose  men 
wiU  be  the  same  in  the  resurrection  state,  that  they  ate  at  death. 
But  this  point  is  clearly  and  forcibly  settled  by  the  word  of  God. 
In  the  first  place,  Christians  are  said  to  enjoy  a  condition  of 
glory  and  reward,  which  is  not  promised  to  other  characters. 
(Luke  xxv,  14.)  Our  Lord  promises  a  reward  at  the  resurrection 
of  the  just,  as  the  fruit  of  Christian  bene?olence.  Here  the  infer- 
ence is  plain,  that  there  is  to  be  a  resurrection  peculiar  to  thejwt^ 
and  that  the  just  will  then  be  distinguished,  on  account  of  their 
"'^ward. 

(Heb.  xi.  35.)  In  this  rerse  we  read  of  some  who  were  tor- 
red,  not  accepting  deliverance,  that  they  might  obtain  a  better 
mrrection.  (Philip,  iii  U.)  St  Paul  tells  us  he  lahored  if 
r  any  means  he  might  attain  unto  the  resurrection  of  the  dead. 
i.  Paul  could  hare  had  no  doubt  as  to  his  having  part  in  the 
^eneral  resurrection,  whatever  might  be  his  course,  of  Christian 
conduct  in  the  case  referred  to.  But  he  had  another  and 
higher  object  in  view.  The  sense  conveyed  by  this  pas- 
sage unquestionably  is,  that  he  was  anxious  for  that  distinc- 
tion in  the  resurrection  state,  which  is  peculiar  to  the  righteous 
dead.  In  this  view  alone  is  his  language  consistent.  (Rev.  xx. 
6.) — *'  Blessed  and  holy  is  he  that  hath  part  in  the  tint  returrec- 
turn ;  on  such  the  secpml  death  hath  no  power.'*  The  Bible  teach- 
es, also,  that  the  wfijust,  as  well  as  the  just,  shaU  be  raised  up. 
This  would  l>e  a  just  and  natural  inference,  from  ^e  particular 
reference  of  the  scripture  to  the  resurrection  of  the  just.  Why 
speak  of  the  just,  in  distinction  from  the  unjust,  if  a(/  are  to  be 
just  at  that  time  ?  But,  besides  this,  St.  Paul  expressly  states 
that  there  shall  be  a  resurrection,  '*  both  of  the  itMt,  and  unjust,** 
— (A.ets  xxiv.  15.  It  Only  remains  to  show  the  contrast  m  the 
language  of  scrinture. 

(Johfi  ▼.  28,  29.)— *<  HuTsl  not  at  this,  for  the  hour  is  coming, 
ift  the  which  all  thai  are  in  the  gmtm  siM  bear  lus  roice,  •m 
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life  ;  and  they  that  ha?e  done  tvil,  unto  the  resurrection  of  damr 
nation."  (Rev.  xx.  12.) — ''i  saw  the  dead,  small  and  great,  stand 
before  God  :  and  the  books  were  opened  :  and  another  book  waa 
opened,  which  is  the  book  of  life :  and  the  dead  were  judged 
out  of  those  things  which  were  written  in  the  books,  according  to 
their  works.  And  the  sea  gave  up  the  dead  which  were  in  it ; 
and  death  and  hell  [hades]  delivered  up  the  dead  which  were  in 
them;  and  they  were  judged,  every  man  according  to  their  works. 
And  death  and  hell  were  cast  into  the  lake  of  tire,  which  is  the 
second  death.  And  whosoever  was  not  found  written  in  the  book 
of  life,  was  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire.**  Here  we  have  a  plain  and 
impressive  view  of  the  world  in  its  resurrection  state,  together 
with  the  contrast  between  the  righteous  and  wicked  still  kept  up» 
clearly  and  emphatically  marked,  and  connected  with  those  future 
and  immutable  allotments  adapted  to  each  character.  The  ajove 
passages,  as  proof  of  the  point  in  question,  can  only  be  set  aside 
by  a  process  which  violates  common  sense,  the  common  use  of 
language,  and  the  established  rules  of  interpretation.  1  therefore 
claim  the  argument  up  to  this  point. 

5.  ft  only  remains  to  show  that  the  same  contrast  thus  far  es- 
tablished, will  exist  at  the  day  of  general  judgment.    This  would 
follow  as  a  legitimate  corollary,  from  the  conclusions  already 
arrived  at.    But  we  proceed  to  adduce  direct  scriptural  proof. 
(Ps.  i.) — •*  Therefore  the  ungodly  shall  not  stand  m  the  jtidg' 
ment,  nor  sinners  in  the  congregation  of  the  righteous.^*    In^the 
description  our  Lord  gives  of  the  judgment  scene,  (Matt,  xxv.) 
we  find  this  declaration  fulfilled  to  the  letter,  in  the  separation  of 
the  wicked  from  the  righteous.     (2  Peter  iii.  7.) — **  But  the  hea- 
vens and  the  earth,  which  are  now,  by  the  same  word  are  kept  in 
store,  reserved  unto  fire,  ajjainst  the  day  of  judgment  and  perdition 
of  ungodly  men."    (Also  ii.  9.) — *•  The  Lord  knoweth  how  to  de- 
liver the  ^odly  out  of  temptation,  and  to  reserve  the  unjust,  unto 
the  day  of  judgment,  to  be  punished."    (Matt  xxv.^41-43) — **  Thes€ 
shall  go  away  into  everlasting  punishment."    (Rev.  xx.  12.) — 
''And  the  dead  were  judged  out  of  those  things  written  in  the  books* 
according  to  their  works."    (And  15,)  "  Whosoever  was  not  found 
written  in  th£  book  of  life,  was  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire."    (Ecc. 
xii.  14.) — «» For  (Jod  will  bring  every  work  into  judgment,  wi'' 
every  secret  thing,,  whether  it  be  good,  or  whether  it  be  ev 
Besides  this,  there  is  a  numerous  class  of  scriptures,  from  which 
future  condemnation  of  the  wicked  is  a  plain  and  unavoidable 
ference — such  as  (1  John  ii.  28.) — *'  Little  children,  abide  in  h 
that,  when  he  shall  appear,  we  may  have  confidence,  and  not 
ashamed  before  him  at  his  coming,    (iv.  17.)—"  Herein  is  < 
love  made  perfect*  that  we  may  have  bokUiess  in  the  day 
judgment"    The  cofidoaioa  here,  by  im^Ucatien,  is,  that  if  we  dw 
not  *'  abide  in  Chnst"— il  our  lovei  is  npt  **  made  perfect.!'  we 
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slmfl  not  hftre  boIdAess,  Imt  shall  be  ashamed  befoie  bim  *'  at  kw 

coning" — "  in  the  day  of  judgment/* 

Thtt*  far,  we  see  no  relief- to  the  picture — ^no  hope  fot  the  ein- 
ner.  We  have  shown  you  how,  in  character  and  condition,  he 
eontrasts  with  the  righteous,  in  this  world — at  death — ^in  the  re- 
surrection state — and  at  the  day  of  judgment.  When  will  this 
contrast  cease  ?    Can  Mr.  Austin  tell  us?     We  shall  see. 

Myfourieenth  Argument  is  based  on  the  doctrine  of 
A  FUTURE  AND  GENERAL  JUDGMENT. 

On  this  subject,  we  sail  the  attention  of  Mr.  Austin  to  the  fol* 
lowing  statements,  and,  if  he  can,  let  him  meet  them  one  by  one, 
and  overthrow  them. 

1.  God  has  a  right — it  is  his  prerogative  if  he  chooses,  to  have  a 
da\  of  general  judgment,  and  of  general  and  final  distribution  of 
rewards  and  punishments.  That  is,  we  know  of  no  attribute  of 
God,  no  principle  of  the  divine  government,  and  no  argument  from 
reasoUt  which  would  contravene  the  divine  right,  to  assemble  bis 
moral  subjects,  and  at  once  and  finally  award  to  every  man  ac- 
cording to  his  works.  Flaving  authorized  thrones  of  judgment  in 
this  world,  before  which  we  may  appear  to  implead  one  another, 
and  obtain  justice,  and  secure  the  equitable  distribution  of  rewards 
and  punishments,  it  appears  improbable  and  unreasonable  that  he 
should  not  have  reserved  to  himself  the  right  to  erect  over  all 
these,  his  general  throne  before  which  both  judges  and  judged  may 
be  brought  to  receive  the  decisions  ot  the  higher — the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  universe. 

2.  It  seems  necessary  to  suppose  some  arrangement  of  this 
:ind,  to  '*  justify  the  ways  of  God  to  man."    God  is  a  universal 
rovernor;  and  as  he  is  an  infinitely  good  and  just  Being,  he  must 
e  a  righteous  Governor.     But  if  we  confine  our  views  of  his  ad- 
ninistration  to  this  life,  his  government  cannot  be  justified.     God 
jeing  infinitely  perfect,  his  laws  must  be  perfect ;  his  laws  being 
perfect,  they  must  have  an  equal  bearing  on  his  subjects ;  but  u 
the  power  of  retribution  extends  not  beyomi  this  life,  bis  laws  and 
government  bear  most  unequally,  and  there  is  no  remedy.    In  this 
world,   for  the  most  part,  the  wicked  bear  rule.    They  are  lofty^ 
in  their  claims,  unjust  and  oppressive  in  their  measures ;  virtue  is 
oppressed,    persecuted,    down-trodden,   and   often   receives    the 
punishment  due  to  crime,  while  vice  bears  away  the  reward  due 
to  virtue.    Where  is  the  remedy,  if  the  empire  of  retribution  ex- 
tends not  beyond  this  life  ?    If  we  may  not  hope  for  a  re-hearing 
before  an  unerring  judge,  when  these  numerous  wrongs  shall  be 
made  ri^ht,  we  might  well  adopt  the  language  of  a  distinguished 
Poet,  with  perhaps  more  of  heart-felt  anguish  than  he  possessed. 

**0  for  a  lodge  in  tome  vast  wildtmeM, 
Bome  bonndkM  coatigaity  of  shad*,*' 

where  W6  may  be  free  from  the  oppressor's  frown,  and  tbe  con* 
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tumely  of  the  proud  and  haughty;  where  vice  should  not  encroach 
on  virtue's  rights,  and  where  our  ears  shall  not  be  pained  with 
*'  every  day's  report"  of  wrong  and  outrage.  In  short,  we  must 
chan2;e  our  views  of  the  gooiness  of  God,  and  the  equity  and  im- 

{larliality  of  his  governmental  proceedings,  or  enlarge  the  field  of 
lis  operations,  and  give  his  retributive  ailministration  a  broader 
sweep,  that  its  perfect  results  may  be  unfolded. 

3.  This  reasoning  is  contirmed  by  scripture  and  matter  of  fact. 
Consider  the  language  of  David.  (Ps.  Ixxiii.) — *'  I  was  envious 
at  the  foolish,  when  I  saw  the  prosperity  of  the  wicked.     *     * 

•  *  They  are  corrupt,  and  speak  wickedly  concerning  oppres- 
sion:  they  speak  loftily.  They  set  their  mouth  against  the  heav- 
ens, and  their  tongue  walkeih  through  the  earth.  Therefore  his 
people  return  hither,  and  waters  of  a  full  cup  are  wrung  out  to 
them.  And  they  say,  how  doth  God  know  ?  and  is  there  know- 
ledge in  the  Most  High  ?  Behold,  these  are  the  ungodly  who 
prosper  in  the  worl';  they  increase  in  riches.  ♦  •  ♦  When 
1  thought  to  know  (to  understand)  this,  it  was  too  painful  for  me, 
until  I  went  into  the  sanctuary  of  God  \  then  understood  I  their  end, 
Sjrely  thou  didst  set  them  In  elipjery  placrs ;  thou  castedst  them 
down  to  destruction.  *  •  *  As  a  dream  when  one  awakelh  ; 
B>  (will  their  prosperity  pass  away,  when  they  awake  tojthe  real- 
ties of  eternity,  and  so,)  0  Lord,  when  thou  awakest,  (in  the  work 
of  final  retrihut'oi)  thou  shall  despise  their  image."  Here  is  plain 
projf  that  the  wicked  of  th;s  w  >rld  are  to  meet  a  just  judgment 
in  the  world  to  come.  (Job  xx\.  7-15.) — **  VV  here  fore  do  the 
wicked  live,  become  old,  yea,  are  mighty  in  power  ?     •     •     •     • 

•  They  send  forth  their  little  ones  like  a  flock,  and  their  children 
dance.     They  take  the  timbrel  and  harp,  and  rejoice  at  the  sound 
of  the  organ.     They  spend  their  days  in  wealth,  and  in  a  moment 
go   down   to   the   grave.      Therefore   they   say  to   God,  depart 
from  us,  for  we  desire  not  the  knowledgti  of  thy  ways."     All  this 
would  be  inexplicable  on  any  equitable  principles,  without  an  ar- 
rangement  like   that  contemplated  in  the  future  and  general  judg-' 
mt-nt.     But  Job  gives  us  tlie  key  which  unlocks  the  mystery,  in 
the  30th  verse.     *'  The  wicked   is  reserved  to  the  daij  of  dcstruct- 
ion  ;  they  shall  be  brought  forth  to  the  day  of  wrath J'>     Hov 
exactly  this  agrees  with  2  Pet.  ii  9.— *'The  Lord  knoweth  how  I 
deliver  the  godly  out  of  temptation,  and  reserve  the  unjust  unt 
the   day  of  jwlgmenty   to  be  punished."     (Eccl.   viii.  14.   15.)- 
•*  There  he  ju$t  men,  to  whom  it  happeneth  according  to  the  woi 
of  the  wicked  :  Again,  there  be  wicked  men,  to  whom  it  happen 
eth  according  to  the  work  of  the  righteous."     So,  also  (chap.   ix. 
2.)    the   fact  ihat  the   righteous  are  not  in  this  life  rewarded,  nor 
the   wicked  punished  to  the  full  measure  of  their  deceits,  is  set 
forth  in   the  following  language,     "  All  things  come  alike  to  all  : 
there  is  one  event  to  the  righteous  and  to  the  wicked  ;  to  the  good, 
aud  to  the  clean»  and  to  the  unclean  :  to  him  that  sacrificcth,  and 
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to  him  thftt  sacrificeth  not :  as  is  the  fcooA,  so  is  the  saner,  and 
he  that  sweareth,  as  he  that  feareth  an  oath."  Fiom  the^e  pas- 
sages, it  is  as  clear  as  sun-light,  that  this  world  is  not  a  state  of 
perfect  retribation.  And.  <*  because  sentence  against  an  e?ii  work 
[sin]  i$  noi  tpeedily  executed,  therefore  the  heart  of  the  sons  of 
men  is  fully  »et  in  them  to  do  eyil."-— (KccL  viii.  11.)  They  abase 
the  long  suflfering  of  God,  which  is  intended  to  lead  to  salvation, 
and  malce  it  the  occasion  of  increased  guilt,  and  the  enhancement 
of  their  final  condemnation.  To  this  effect  are  the  words  of  Christ 
respecting  Chorazin  and  Bethsaida. — *'  But  I  say  unto  you,  it  shall 
be  more  tolerable  for  Tvre  and  Sidon  at  the  day  of  judgment  than 
for  you."— (Matt.  xi.  24.) 

4.  Moreover,  on  the  ground  assumed  hy  Universalism.  this 
world  is  not  a  state  of  perfect  retribution,  because  the  object  of 
punishment,  as  taught  b^  that  theory,  is  not  secured  in  this  life. 
The  leading  design  of  punishment  on  the  principles  of  the  Univer- 
sal ist  system,  is  the  reformation  of  the  offender ;  and  punishment 
must  be  continued  in  every  case  until  this  object  is  achieved.  Bat  this 
design  is  not  realized  in  very  many  cases.  Men  often  ^row  harder 
in  heart,  and  more  wicked  in  life,  under  the  penal  visitations  of  God» 
and  in  the  end,  die  in  a  state  of  impenitency  and  blasphemy.  The 
dbject  of  punishment  not  being  accomplished  in  thisitfe,  it  follows, 
if  it  be  attained  at  all,  it  mu.<«t  be  in  the  future  state ;  otherwise, 
the  Universalist  theory  of  punishment  is  false.  But  if  retributive 
punishment  be  inflicted  in  the  future  state,  [as  we  have  seen  it 
inu5t  be,  if  its  end  be  answered,]  then  must  God's  work  of  jadc- 
nent  be  extended  to  the  future  world  also.  On  any  other  supposi- 
tion, we  should  have  punishment  without  law,  and  justice  withont 
El  judge.  That  divine  retribution  is  not  finished  in  this  world,  is 
still  farther  evident  from  the  fact,  that  our  relations,  and  the  in* 
fiuence  we  exert  in  forming  the  character  of  others,  do  not  admit 
of  our  being  rewarded  or  punished  in  the  present  life,  according  to 
our  works.  Constituted  as  they  are,  the  actions  of  men  do  not 
terminate  in  themselves,  but  the  consequences  pass  over  to  others, 
and  often  are  not  fully  developed  until  long  after  they  are  dc»d. 
To  punish  men  before  the  evils  of  their  conduct  had  been  real- 
ize:!, would  be  to  judge  and  punish  in  anticipation — according  to 
what  will  be,  and  not  according  to  what  has  been.  This  would 
not  be  "according  to  their  works;**  and  such  an  administration 
could  not  be  justified  in  the  view  of  a  moral  universe,  and  hence, 
could  exert  no  salutary  practical  influence  upon  intelligent  beings. 

The  good  effected  by  Paul,  and  Howard,  was  not  confined  to 
the  term  of  their  natural  lives,  but  has  passed  over  to  other  men 
and  other  days;  hence,  during  their  earthly  state,  they  were  not 
rewarded  according  to  their  work  and  labor  of  love.  So  Paul  un- 
derstood it,  for  he  declares,  (1.  Cor.  xv.  19.)— *<  If  in  this  life 
only,  we  have  hope  in  Christ,  we  are  of  all  men  most  miserable  ;*^ 
and  when  he  was  "  about  to  be  offered,"  and  *<  the  time  of  his  de- 
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pmtare  was  at  band,**  inafimuch  as  he  had  «  foaght  the  good 
fight/*  and  "  kept  the  faith."  in  spite  of  *•  perils'*  and  "  persecu- 
tions"— ^he  exulted  in  the  contemplation  of  future  reward — **hence- 
forth  there  is  laid  up  for  me  in  heaven,  a  crown  of  righteous- 
ness.'* On  the  other  hand,  the  evil  effected  by  the  infidel  labors 
of  Voltaire  and  Bolingbroke,  furnish  an  apt  illustration.  Their  wri- 
t  ngs  still  retain  their  power  to  blight  the  opening  buds  of  virtue. 
The  former  spent  a  long  life,  and  devoted  his  large  capacity  to  the 
work  of  blaspheming  Christ  and  his  holy  religion.  The  latter 
matured  his  plans,  and  adjusted  the  weapons  of  his  warfare,  du- 
ring his  life  time,  but  left  the  execution  and  application  to  another 
— his  works  in  advocacy  of  infidelity,  not  being  published  until 
aftei  his  death.  It  was  of  him,  I  th  nk,  that  Dr.  Johnson  remarked  • 
with  so  mui*h  periinentcy  and  severity — **  he  loaded  up  a  blun- 
derbuss against  Christianity,  but  not  having  sufficient  courage  to 
fire  it  off,  left  a  sum  of  money  in  his  will  to  a  beg^rly  Jew,  to 
pay  him  for  pulline  the  trigger  after  his  death."  Now,  as  men 
cannot  be  finally  and  fully  rewarded  and  punished  for  their  works, 
until  the  influence  those  works  have  exerted  in  the  formation  of 
character-in  a  state  of  probation  shall  be  fully  realized,  hence  the 
propriety  and  necessity  of  a  judgment  a/Zer  this  life,  which,  in  its 
decisions,  shall  be  based  upon  an  enlightened  view  of  the  entire 
character  of  human  conduct,  and  its  influence  upon  the  happiness 
of  the  moral  universe. 

5.  The  Jews  believed  in  a  future  and  general  judgment.  Of 
this  there  is  abundant  proof  in  the  Jewish  Talmuds,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  specimen.  •'  When  Rabbi  Jochanan  ben  Zachai 
was  sick,  his  disciples  came  to  visit  him ;  and  when  he  saw  them, 
be  began  to  weep.  They  say  unto  him.  Rabbi !  the  light  of  Isra- 
el, the  right  hand  pillar,  the  strong  hammer,  wherefore  dost  thou 
weep  ?  He  answered  them,  if  they  were  carrying  me  before  a 
king  of  flesh  and  blood,  who  is  here  to-day,  and  to-morrow  in  the 
grave  ;  who,  if  he  was  angry  with  me,  his  anger  would  not  last 
forever ;  if  he  put  me  in  prison,  his  prison  would  not  be  everlast- 
ing ;  if  he  condemned  me  to  death,  that  death  would  not  be  eter- 
nal ;  whom  I  could  soothe  with  words,  or  bribe  with  riches ;  yet, 
even  in  these  circumstances,  [  should  weep.  But  now  I  am  going 
before  the  King  of  Kings,  the  holy  and  the  blessed  God,  who  liv- 
eth  and  endureth  forever  and  forever;  who,  if  he  be  anijry  wilh 
me,  his  anger  will  last  forever ;  if  he  put  me  in  prison,  his  bond- 
age will  be  everlasting;  if  he  condemn  me  to  death,  that  death  will 
be  eternal ;  whom  I  cannot  soothe  with  words,  nor  bribe  wilh 
riches.  When,  farther,  there  are  before  mc  two  ways,  the  one  tu 
hell  and  the  other  to  Paradise,  and  I  knjw  not  in  which  they  are 
carrying  me,  shall  I  not  weep?" — (Talmud  Beracoth,  fbl.  28.) 
Josephus  speaks  thus  of  the  judgment^,  as  believed  by  the  Jews. 
**  For  all  men,  the  just  as  well  as  the  unjust^  shall  be  brought 
before  God,  the  Word ;  for  to  him  hath  the  Father  committed  all 
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jadgment,  and  he,  in  order  \o  fulfill  the  will  of  his  Falherr  0b«ll 
shall  come  as  Judge,  whom  we  call  Christ  For,  Minos  and  Rha* 
damanthus  are  not  the  Judges,  as  you  Greeks  do  suppose,  but  IIo 
whom  Grod  the  Father  hath  glorified ;  concerning  whom  we  bare 
elsewhere  given  a  more  particular  account,  for  the  sake  of  those 
who  seek  alter  truth.  This  person,  exercising  the  righteous  judg- 
ment of  the  Father  toward  all  men,  hath  prepared  tijust  zenUnce 
for  every  one  according  to  his  works;  zx 'miost  judgment  anU, 
when  all  men  and  angels  and  demons  shall  stand,  they  will  send 
forth  one  voice  and  say,  just  is  ike  judgment ;  the  rejoinder  to 
which  will  bring  a  just  sentence  upon  both  parties,  by  giving  justly 
to  those  who  have  done  well,  an  everlasting  fruition ;  but  aliottiiig 
to  the  lovers  of  wicked  works,  eternal  punishment/' — (Discooraa 
on  Hades.)  Our  Jx>rd  was,  as  to  his  humanity,  a  Jew ;  and  if 
the  Jewish  people  bad  been  in  error  in  regard  to  a  future  jud^i;- 
ment,  he  most  certainly  would  have  corrected  them.  But  so  far 
from  having  done  this,  his  parables  and  other  discourses  do  most 
unequivocally  teach  the  same  doctrine.  For  him  to  have  left  them 
in  error  on  this  point,  while  he  corrected  their  mistakes  in  less  im- 
portant casep,  is  not  to  be  thought  of.  The  dhly  consistent  con* 
elusion  is,  that  he  approved  the  doctrine,  and  re  aflirmed  it. 

6.  The  doctrine  or  a  future  and  general  judgment  is  most  em- 
phatically taught  in  the  Holy  Scriptures. 

1.  It  is  represented  as  tbe  ju  igment  to  come.  In  Eccl.  viii.  II. 
he  judgment  is  said  to  be  postponed  to  a  future  time — *'  sentence 
igainst  an  evil  work  is  not  speedily  executed.**  (xi.  9.) — **Rejoice, 
)  young  man,  in  thy  youth,  and  let  thy  heart  cheer  thee  in  the 
lays  of  thy  youth ;  and  walk  in  the  ways  of  thy  heart,  and  in  the 
ight  ofgthine  eyes;  but  know  thou,  that /or  oi/M^xe  tilings^  God 
icUl  bring  thee  into  judgment."  (Acts  xxiv.  25.) — Paul  **  reasoned 
of  righteousness,  temperance,  and  a  judgment  to  come.  Felix 
trembled,"  &c.  (Rom.  ii.  6-16.) — In  these  verses,  frequently  quo- 
ted already,  the  Apostle  describes  the  retributions  of  God  as 
adapted  to  the  character  and  works  of  men,  and  then  specifies  the 
time  when  they  shall  be  awarded,  viz. — *'  In  the  day  when  God 
shall  judge  the  secrets  of  men,  by  Jesus  Christ,  according  to  my 
Crospei.'*  This  passage  can  have  no  reference  to  the  destructioa 
of  Jerusalem,  since  the  Gentile  world  generally  [who  have  not 
the  law,]  are  included  in  the  decisions  and  retributions  of  the  day 
spoken  of,  (I  Tim.  iv.  8.) — '*  Henceforth  there  is  laid  up  for  me 
A  crown  of  righ'eousness,  which  the  Lord,  the  righteous  Judge, 
will  give  me  at  that  day.*'  This  cannot  refer  to  the  day  in  which 
Jerusalem  was  destroyed,  because  Paul  died  before  that  event 
took  place.  (Rom.  xiv.  10.)—**'  We  shall  ail  stand  before  the 
judgment  seat  of  Christ."  (1  Cor.  iv.  5.) — '*  Therefore  judge 
nothing  before  the  timcy  until  the  Lord  come;  who  will  bring  to 
light  the  hidden  things  of  darkness,  ai>d  make  manifest  the  coun- 
sels of  the  heart."  (2  Pet.  ii.  9.)— "Uewrtr*  the  unjust  untoAe 
day  of  judgment,  to  be  punished." 
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9.  Another  point  in  oar  argument  for  the  fatarity  of  the  gen- 
eral jadgment  is,  that  it  is  to  take  place  after  death  ;  hence,  God  is 
Baid  to  be  jttdge  of  the  •*  quick  and  dead,"  (2  Tim.  iv.  1 .) — 
Here  it  is  said,  **  The  lx>rd  Jesas  Christ  shall  judge  the  quick  and 
dead,  at  his  avpearing,  and  his  kingdom."  (John  t.  22-29.) — 
In  this  place  Cnrist  says,  God  **  hath  committed  all  judgment  unto 
the  Son  ;'*  and  that  by  his  "  authority  to  execute  judgment,"  **  all 
that  are  in  the  graves  shall  hear  his  voice  and  come  forth ;  they 
that  have  done  good,  unto  the  resurrection  of  life ;  and  they  that 
have  done  evil,  unto  the  resurrection  of  damnation."  (Acts  x. 
42.) — Peter  declares  Christ  was  •*  ordained  of  God,  to  be  the 
judge  of  quick  and  dead,**  (Heb.  \x.  27.) — ^•'And  as  it  is  appoint- 
ed unto  men  once  to  die,  and  after  this  the  judgment :  so  Christ 
was  once  offered  to  bear  the  sins  of  many ;  and  unto  them  that 
look  for  him,  shall  he  appear  the  second  time,  without  sin  unto  sal- 
Tation."  Also,  St  Paul  speaks  of  receiving  a  crown  of  righteous- 
ness, after  his  martyrdom — which,  says  he,  ^*  the  righteous  judge 
shall  give  me  at  that  day,"  Finally,  in  Jude  6  — the  angels  which 
kept  not  their  first  estate,  are  said  to  be  **  reserved  in  everlasting 
chains,  under  darkness,  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day.^^ 

3.  The  third  point  we  make  in  this  part  of  our  argument  is, 
that  this  day  of  general  judgment  is  said  to  be  appointed.  (Acts 
xvii.  30, 3 1 . ) — "Because  he  hath  appointed  a  day,  in  the  which  he  will 
judge  the  world  in  righteousness,  by  that  man  whom  he  hath  or- 
dained ;  whereof  he  hath  given  assurance  unto  all  men,  in  that 
he  hath  raised  him  from  the  dead."  Here  we  have  the  day  **  ap- 
pointed," the  judge  [Christ]  selected,  the  rule  of  judgment  speci- 
fied, **  righteousness,"  and  the  confirmation  or  proof  of  the  whole 
IS  in  the  resurrection  of  Christ  "  from  the  dead." 

The  passages  quoted  above,  to  prove  the  fact  of  a  general  judg- 
ment— and  that  it  will  take  place  in  iht  future  worlds  are  so  di- 
rect and  specific,  that  no  comment  can  make  them  plainer ;  but 
the  construction  of  this  last  passage  is  so  peculiar  ^n^  forcible,  that 
-we  cannot  forbear  to  give  it  in  the  original.  <*  Estesen  emeran  en  e 
mellei krinein ten  oikoumenen**  He  [God]  estesen,  hath  appointed 
or  fixed  upon,  emeran  a  day,  en  e  in  which,  mdlei  he  will,  intends, 
or  is  about,  krinein  to  judge,  oikoumenen  the  world  or  "  habitable 
globe."  The  verb  mellei,  is  from  melldo,  and  signifies  "to  be 
about  to  do — ^to  intend  doing — to  be  about  to  come  to  pass,  or  des- 
tined to  happen.''  Donnegan  says,  when  used  "  with  a  verb  in 
the  infinitive  of  the  present,  aorist,  or  future,  it  expresses  the/ti- 
ture,  in  relation  to  another  time  which  is  marked  by  that  in  which 
melldo  stands.''  In  the  present  case,  mellei  is  connected  with  kri- 
nein, which  is  of  the  infinitive  future :  hence  it  expresses  the  fu- 
ture in  relation  to  another  time  which  is  marked — marked  by  the 
verb  estesen,  "  hath  appointed."  The  time  marked,  is  the  day  ap- 
pk>inted,  in  which  God  will  judge  the  world.  Donnegan  farther 
states — "  Holner  rarely  uses  it  [melldo]  to  signify  a  future  depend- 
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ent  on  the  will  or  purposes  of  men,  but  chiefly  to  express  timt 
-which  is  to  follow  by  a  decree  of /a/«" — in  the  present  case,  by  a 
decree  of  God.  Krenein^  is  from  irtwo — "  to  judge,  to  separate,  put 
asunder,  to  discriminate,  to  decide  a  difference,  give  a  Terdict, 
pass  sentence." 

I  close  the  scriptural  representation  of  this  subject  by  reference 
to  (Rev.  XX.  12.)  *'|And  I  saw  the  dead,  small  and  great,  stand 
before  God :  and  the  books  were  opened :  and  another  book  was 
opened,  which  is  the  book  of  life :  and  the  dead  were  judged  out 
of  those  things  which  were  written  in  the  books,  accoitting  to 
their  works." 

The  last  statement  I  make  is,  that  thoueh  the  doctrine  estab- 
lished by  this  argument  bears  with  tremenohous  force  against  the 
conclusions  of  Universalism,  yet  many  Universalists  by  the  force 
of  the  arguments  which  support  it,  have  been  constrained  to  ad* 
mit  its  truth  and  reality.  The  biographer  of  Marray  says — "  He 
looked  forward  to  a  judgment  to  comey  when  countless  numbers 
among  the  children  oi  men  would  rise  to  the  resurrection  of  dam- 
nation." Murray^s  coadjutors  in  preaching  old  school  UniTersaK 
ism,  embraced  the  same  doctrine ;  nor  did  their  successors  become 
sufficiently  bold  and  reckless  to  repudiate  this  scriptural  truth, 
until  they  were  convinced  that  it  stood  directly  in  the  way  ol 
their  favorite  doema. 

The  force  of  the  argument  from  Si  future  judgment  may  be  sta- 
ted as  follows :  As  there  is  to  be  a  general  judgment  in  the  fu* 
ture  state,  hence  the  future^  will  be  a  ftate  of  retribution  :  and  as 
punishment  always  follows  condemnation,  those  condemned  **at 
that  day,^^  will  receive  subsequent  punishment :  therefore,  future 
punishment  will  exist  after  the  decisions  of  the  day  of  judgment. 
Now,  if  Mr.  Austin  can  rescue  the  subjects  of  that  punishment 
and  transfer  them  to  heaven,  we  shall  be  bound  to  submit  the 
case,  and  shall  do  so  with  as  good  a  grace  as  possible,  when  tha 
point  is  made  out. 

We  have  been  told  the  Jews  did  not  believe  in  endless  pun- 
ishment. 

Ma.  Austin.— Told  by  whom  1 

Mr.  Holmes. — ^We  have  been  told  by  Mr.  Austin  that  the  Jews 
did  not  believe  in  endless  punishment.  In  the  gentleman^s  second 
speech  on  this  question  he  remarked — **  The  Jews,  the  only  peo- 
ple who  had  oral  intercourse  with  the  Creator  for  aees,  were  not 
instructed  in  that  sentiment."  Again  he  asks — ^*  if  tney  were  lia- 
ble to  sink  inte  an  endless  hell  at  death,  why  was  not  that  doe- 
trine  made  known  to  them."  We  answer,  the  doctrine  was  made 
known  to  them,  and  they  taught  it,  as  we  have  just  shown  by 
quotations  from  the  Talmuds,  and  from  Josephus,  who  remarks^ 
God  will  *<  allot  to  lovers  of  wicked  works  eternal  punishment. 
To  these  belong  the  unquenchable  fire,  and  that  without  tnd.*'— » 
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(Discourse  on  Hades.)  Mosheim  also  confinnB  the  fact  that  the 
great  body  of  Jews  (a  few  Infidels  excepted,)  believed  the  doc- 
trine of  endless  punishment,  and  were  unanimous  in  excluding 
the  Gentiles  from  the  enjoyment  of  future,  endless  felicity. — (Vol. 
1,  Page  21.)  Dr.  Goodrich,  in  his  ecclesiastical  history,  states 
distinctly  that  the  Jews  believed  in  future  punishment.  Profes- 
sor Stuart  in  his  criticism  on  the  word  **  meol^''''  says  the  same, 
though  Mr.  Austin  has  extorted  a  meaning  from  his  words  which 
they  will  not  bear,  and  which  the  Professor  never  intended  to 
convey.  The  word  sheol  was  never  emploved  to  express  dura- 
tion, any  more  than  the  word  Hades.  All  that  was  ever  claimed 
for  either  of  these  words  is,  that  they  reveal  a  place  of  punish- 
ment— the  fact,  and  not  its  duration.  This  is  the  point  embraced 
in  the  Professor^s  inquiry. — \^Time  expired. 


[MR.  AUSTIN'S  EIGHTH  RfiPLT.]* 

If  there  are  any  more  of  our  Methodist  friends  who  intend  to 
leave  the  house  while  I  am  speaking,  as  they  have  frecjuently 
done  heretofore,  they  will  confer  a  favour  upon  me  by  goin^  out 
now,  before  I  commence  my  speech.  I  can  but  admire  the  intre- 
pidity and  candor  of  men — especially  of  preachers — who  skulk 
away  when  their  favorite  sentiments  are  to  be  tested,  lest  they 
should  be  compelled  to  see  their  absurdity.  This  admiration  is 
increased,  when  they  set  themselves  up  as  impartial  judges  of 
the  merits  of  the  discussion,  and  boast  that  the  advocate  oi  their 
views  has  achieved  a  mighty  victory.  It  is  about  as  correct  a 
way  to  form  a  just  estimate,  as  it  would  be  to  find  the  weight  of 
an  object  by  the  use  of  half  a  pair  of  scales. 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  hope  my  friends  will  tarry  in  the  church 
while  Mr  Austin  is  speaking. 

Mr.  Austin. — Messrs.  Moderators: — Elder  Holmes*  twelfth 
Argument  is  that  salvatipn  is  conditional.  From  what  is  it  con- 
ditional ?  He  assumes  it  is  from  eternal  agony.  This  is  beg* 
ging  the  question.  He  has  not  proved  that  there  is,  or  will- 
or  can  be,  any  such  thing  as  endless  ^oe.  This  must  firr 
done,  before  he  can  talk  about  salvation  from  it  it,  whether 

*  A  remark  on  page  596,  may  be  misunderstood.    My  words  are  that  I  hi 
•aid  in  this  debate  that  Paternity  wut  an  attxihate  of  God.    On  looking] 
to  page.  233. 1  find  I  made  a  remark  which  implies  that  paternity  is  an  att 
That  remark  was  in  reply  to  an  argument  of  Elder  Holmes,  in  which  I  undc. 
him  to  declare  that  Paternity  was  one  of  the  attributes  of  the  Most  High.    \ 
I  designed  to  say  on  page  596,  is  that  while  I  consider  paternity  an  attribute  oi  u 
Creator,  yet  I  have  laid  no  stress  on  that  point.    My  arguments  hare  been  drawn 
from  the  fact  that  God  is  the  Parent  of  -^il  men.    \Vhether  "  paternity"  is,  or  is 
not, an  attribnta,  cannot  weakan,  or  effect  tiutt  argomant  in  any  senso. 
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diiional  or  unconditional!  Of  what  avail  to  enter  upon  a  l&bored 
argument  to  prove  that  salvation  is  condilionnlf  from  what  does 
not  exist  ?  Let  him  show  that  mankind  are  exposed  to  ceaseless 
wretchedness,  and  then  there  will  be  something  for  his  argument 
to  rest  upon  at  least ;  however  illogical  and  unsound  it  may  be  in 
other  respects. 

I  acknowledge  that  salvation  from  sin  and  unbelief  is  condi* 
tional.    There  is  no  way  in  which  the  human  soul  can  become 
absolved  from  its  servitude  to  these  destroyers  of  its  happiness, 
except  by  repentance  and  faith.    Hence  these  become  the  terms 
or  conditions  of  salvation.     The  existence  of  these  terms,  fur- 
nishes no  proof  in  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question. 
Before  he  can  find  any  evidence  from  this  source,  he  must  show 
that  men  will  never  comply  with  these  terms.     This  circumstance 
cannot  he  taken  for  granted.    It  is  vital  to  the  strength  of  hie  argu- 
ment, and  must  be  proved,  by  the  most  convincing  evidence.     Let 
mv  friend  remember  he  is  in  the  affirmative,  and  he  cannot  be 
allowed  to  assume  a  negative.    To  contend  that  some  men  will 
neter  be  saved,  because  salvation  is  eonditional  on  faith  and  re- 
pentance, is  as  sound  as  it  would  be  to  say  that  some  men  will 
starve  to  death  in  the  midst  food,  because  t&eir  partaking  of  it,  is 
conditional  on  their  reaching  forth  their  hands  and  taking  it ! 
The  probability,  nay  the  certainty  of  the  case,  is  against  the  El- 
der's argument.     Many  wicked  men  do  comply  with  the  condi- 
tions of  salvation — they  believe  in  Christ,  and  experience  the 
salvation  of  the  gospel.    This  shows  sinners  have  the  power,  the 
privilege^  of  complying  with  the  stipulated  terms.     What  one 
sinner  does,  to  become  released  from  the  evils  of  disobedience 
and  unbelief,  all  sinners  will  do  in  process  of  time,  unless  espe- 
cially prevented  by  divine  interposition — which  cannot  be  sup- 
posed.    The  difference  between  sinners,  in  regard  to  complying 
with  the  conditions  of  salvation,  is  entirely  one  of  time.     Some 
repent  in  youth,  others  in  middle  life,   others  still,  not  until  old 
age ;  and  some  not  at  all,  in  this  world.    What  then  ?    Does  the 
Elder  say  they  will  never  repent  ?     Where  is  his  proof  1    An 
assertion  on  this  point,  is  nothing.     It  might  with  as  much  pro- 
priety be  maintained  that  those  who  do  not  repent  in  youth,  will 
not  repent  in  middle  life,  or  in  old  a^e  as  that  those,  who  do  not 
comply  with  the  terms  of  salvation  m  this  existence,  will  not  in 
the  next.    No  one  dares  say  that  God  v/i\[  prevent  them — or  that 
Christ,  angels  or  saints,  will  prevent  them !     In  that  world  they 
will  come  under  higher  and  better  influences — will  feel  the  odi- 
ousness  of  sin,  and  behold  the  beauty  of  righteousness  more  sen- 
sibly ;  and  at  length,  all  will  turn  to  the  Redeemer,  embrace  his 
gospsi,  and  enjoy  its  light  and  love  !     This  is  not  mere  assertion 
on  my  part.     The  scriptures  abundantly  corroborate  it,  in  many 
passages  I  might  quote.    The  following  must  suffice. — **  Where- 
fore God  also  l^atn  highly  exalted  him,  and  given  him  a  name 
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which  18  ahove  every  name.  That  at  the  name  of  Jesus,  ererj 
knee  should  bow,  of  things  in  hearen,  and  things  in  earth,  and 
things  under  the  earth ;  and  that  every  tongue  should  confess 
that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father." — 
(Phil.  ii.  9-11.)  This  bowing  of  the  knee  and  confessing  of  the 
tongue,  which  is  yet  to  be  witnessed  from  all  men,  is  a  most  con- 
vincing evidence  that  all  will  then  have  complied  with  every  con- 
dition of  gospel  salvation. 

The  Elder  says  the  notion  that  those  who  die  in  sin,  are  "  un- 
conditionally ''  saved  in  heaven,  cannot  be  proved.  The  frequent 
charging  me  with  beliveing  in  ^^ unconditional^^  salvation,  after 
my  repeated  denials^  shows  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  my  oppo- 
nent, to  persevere  in  willful  misrepresentation,  which  the  audience 
and  the  world  will  duly  appreciate.  The  manner  in  which  those 
who  die  in  sin  will  be  saved  in  the  future  world,  has  just  been 
described.  Hence  all  he  says  about  their  bein^  no  promise  of 
spiritual  salvation  without  conditions,  is  wholly  irrelevant.  His 
declaration  that  all  the  promises  of  future  salvation,  are  made 
alone  to  the  righteous^  is  a  small  mistake.  They  are  made  to  all 
men.  And  tbe  sinful  will  inherit  that  salvation,  the  moment  they 
comply  with  the  terms,  and  turn  from  sin  to  righteousness,  when- 
ever and  wherever  that  may  be. 

Mr.  Holmes  has  quoted  several  passages  to  show  that  eternal 
happiness  depends  on  the  deeds  of  this  life.  His  course  on  this 
point  shows  a  remarkable  lameness.  I  have  insisted  that  he 
holds  the  doctrine  of  salvation  by  works — that  immortal  felicity 
depends  upon  men's  works  here— which  is  in  direct  conflict 
with  the  scriptures.  He  has  repeatedly  denied  this  sentiment.  But 
soon  he  falls  to  quoting  scripture,  as  in  the  present  instance,  to 
prove  the  very  doctrine  he  bad  just  denied. 

My  partial  1st  brother  clergymen  will  pardon  me  for  plainly 
saying,  that  they  have  maifested  in  regara  to  the  scripture  phrase 
•^eternal  life,"  a  stupidity  and  ignorance  which  is  truly  astonish- 
ing. That  the  class  of  passages  where  these  words  occur  has 
not  the  slightest  reference  to  the  other  world,  in  contradistinction 
to  this,  is  self-evident  from  the  phraseology.  What  is  **eternal 
life?"  Elder  Holmes  and  his  clerical  co-workers,  declare  it  is  a 
condition  of  endless  happiness,  in  the  future  world.  In  this,  how- 
ever, they  contradict  the  Savior,  who  says—  "  This  is  life  eter" 
nal,  that  they  might  know  thee,  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus 
Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent." — (Johnxvii.  3.)  "Verily,  verily,  I 
Bay  unto  you,  he  that  heareth  my  word,  and  believeth  on  him 
.  that  sent  me,  hath  everlasting  life,  [not  will  have  it  hereafter,] 
and  shall  not  come  into  condemnation,  but  is  passed  from  death 
unto  life." — (John  v.  14.)  Eternal  life,  everlasting  life,  consists 
in  possesing  a  knowledge  of  God  and  Christ,  and  is  something 
that  men  can  obtain  and  enjoy  in  this  world !  What  folly  to  ^uote 
Buch  expressions  to  prove  that  only  a  part  of  mankind  will  be 
27 
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forever  happy  hereafter.  The  word  aionion,  rendered  eiermd  or 
evsrlastingj  nas  not  in  these  passages,  the  sense  of  duration,  bat 
signifies  that  which  is  spiritual.  Some  writers  maintain  that  spir- 
itual, is  the  primary  meaning  which  was  anciently  attache  to 
aionion.  Let  the  passages  quoted  by  Elder  Holmes,  be  read 
"#/?iri7uanife,*' instead  of  ^ferna/  life,  and  their  true  sense  will 
be  obtained. 

This  subject  reminds  me  to  notice  a  remark  in  Elder  Holmes  fkifd 
speech,  which  affords  a  good  specimen  of  his  lack  oi fairness  as 
a  controversialist.  He  charges  me  with  maintaimng  that  a  man 
can  be  finally  holy  and  happy,  without  having  eternal  life.*  He 
well  knows  this  is  not  my  view.  The  ground  I  take  is,  tbat 
"eternal  life,"  consists  in  possessing  and  enjoying  a  knowiedg* 
of  God  and  Christ.  Hence  a  m?^  cannot  be  finally  holy  and 
happy  without  this  knowledge.  But  he  may  have  this  knowl- 
edge, thia  eternal  life,  without  being  in  a  state  of  final  or  perfect 
holiness  and  happiness. 

The  thirteenth  Argument  which  Elder  Holmes  introduces  m 
defence  of  Endless  Punishment,  is  the  Contrast  between  the  right' 
eous  and  the  wicked.  That  there  is  a  contrast  between  the  condi- 
tion of  the  righteous  and  the  wicked,  it  only  requires  the  exercise 
of  our  senses  to  discover.  That  there  will  always  be  a  contnu^ 
in  their  circumstances  and  enjoyments,  so  long  as  the  wicked  con- 
tinue wicked,  is  self-evident.  But  I  trust  the  audience  will  have 
sufllcient  penetration  to  see  that  to  prove  there  is  a  contrast  be- 
tween the  righteous  and  the  wicked,  in  life,  at  death,  or  any 
other  time,  is  one  thing,  and  to  prove  that  men  will  alfmys  remain 
wicked,  is  another  thing.  There  is  no  poesible  connection  be- 
tween the  two  subjects.  Yet  on  their  identity  rests  all  the  strength 
there  is  in  the  Elder's  present  argument.  Because  there  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  the  righteous  and  the  wicked,  does  it  follow  that 
the  wicked  will  not  reiorm  and  become  righteous  ?  So  long  as 
men  remain  wicked,  this  contrast  will  exist.  But  I  have  adduced 
a  mass  of  testimony  in  this  niscussion  to  show  that  all  the  wicked 
will  eventually  reform*  When  this  takes  place,  the  contrast  will 
cease. 

The  Elder  introduces  the  parable  of  the  Rich  Man  and  Laza- 
rus, to  show  that  there  is  a  contrast  between  the  righteous  and 
the  wicked  after  death.  To  allow  this,  would  grant  him  not  the 
slightest  evidence  in  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  queetioo. 
Because  men  are  wicked  after  death,  is  no  more  proof  that  they 
will  always  continue  wicked,  than  the  wickedness  of  a  willful 
boy,  ifl  evidence  that  he  will  never  become  a  good  and  useful 
man.  To  obtain  proof  in  support  of  his  argument  from  the  Rich 
Man  and  Lazarus,  he  is  compelled  to  assume  that  it  is  a  literd 
history  of  two  veritable  individuals.    The  custom  prevailing  quite 
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generally  among  tbd  more  ignorant  portion  of  the  partialist  cler- 
gy, of  claiming  this  portion  of  scripture  as  a  literal  history,  in- 
volyes  them  in  a  mass  of  ridiculons  absurdities.     To  suppose  that 
one  man  could  literally'  repose  in  the  bosom  of  another — that 
Abraham's  bosom  is  literally  heaven — that  hell  is  a  sea  of  literal 
fire — that  it  is  divided  from  neaven  only  by  a  gulf  so  narrow  that 
conversation  can  be  carried  across  it,  and  that  the  inhabitants  of 
heaven  and  hell  are  in  the  habit  of  talking  with.each  other — is  to 
plunge  into  so  much  ^ross  and  childish  nonsense,  that  it  is  as- 
tonishing men  making  pretensions  to  good  sense  and  education, 
can  have  committed  themselves  to  such  a  construction !    The 
whole  structure  of  the  account,  shows  the  Rich  Man  and  La2aniB 
was  uttered  by  Jesus  as  a  parable.    The  learned  and  eminent  Dr. 
Lightfoot,  ridicules  the  idea  that  it  is  a  literal  history.     He  says, 
"  That  it  was  a  parable,  not  only  the  consent  of  all  expositors  may 
assure  us,  but  the  thing  itself  speaks  it."     Whitby,  Hammond, 
Gill,  and  other  well  known  commentators,  also  contend  that  it  is 
a  parable.    But  to  settle  this  point,  Saurin  the  celebrated  Huge- 
not  preacher,  and  Archbishop  Tillotson,  declare  that  in  some  an- 
cient manuscript  copies  of  the  New  Testament,  the  account  com- 
mences as  follows :    *'  And  he  spake  a  parable  unto  them,  say- 
ing. There  was  a  certain  rich  man,'*  etc.    The  passage  being  thus 
a  parable,  it  has  no  reference  to  the  future  world — ogives  no  de- 
scription of  the  condition  of  men  there,  and  thus  fails  of  the  pur- 
Sose  for  which  Elder  Holmes  introduced  it.     What  are  we  to  un- 
erstand  by  this  parable  1    Let  me  answer  briefly.     1.  By  the 
Rich  Man  the  Savior  represents  the  Jews,  especially  their  priest- 
hood.   2.  By  the  beggar,  he  represents  the  Gentile  world.    3. 
By  the  death  of  the  two  personages,  he  describes  the  change  in 
the  circumstances  of  both  Jews  and  Gentiles,  which  took  place  at 
the  introduction  of  the  gospel  dispensation.    4.  The  Rich  Man  in 
hell  [hades]  represents  the  wretched  condition  of  the  Jews,  when 
God  had  placed  them  aside  as  his  chosen  people.     5.  The  beggar 
in  Abraham's  bosom,  indicates  the  entrance  of  the  Gentiles  into 
the  gospel  kingdom  which  the  Redeemer  established  on  earth. 
6.  The  great  gulf  signifies  the  unbelief  ol  the  Jews  in  the  Redeem- 
er, whereby  they  have  been  kept  in  their  unhappy  state  of  alien- 
ation unto  this  day.    This  application  might  be  carried  farther  in 
regard  to  several  minor  points,  but  time  will  not  allow. 

£lder  Holmes  claims  that  the  Bible  describes  a  contrast  between 
the  righteous  and  the  wicked  in  the  resurrection  state.  Suppo- 
sing 1  should  allow  this  to  be  true,  my  friend  would  gain  notning 
by  the  admission.  As  I  have  already  shown,  if  men  enter  the 
nejtt  life  in  an  alineated  state  of  the  heart,  it  is  no  evidence  they 
will  remain  so  forever.  The  evidence  we  have  seen,  is  on  the 
other  side*  that  thev  will  amend  and  become  obedient.  The  scrip- 
tures however,  which  the  Elder  quotes,  do  not  support  him  in 
tie  position  he  has  assumed.    He  introduces  a  passage  from 
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Luke  xW.  14,  which  speaks  of  "  the  Resurrection  of  die  JHst.* 
That  the  Savior  could  not  have  referred  in  this  language,  to  the 
eeneml  resurrection  of  the  dead,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that 
there  is  but  one  kind  of  such  resurrection.    The  scriptures  do  not 
teach  that  there  is  a  res^irrection  of  one  class  of  men,  and  not  of 
another.    But  all  arise  from  (he  power  of  the  grave.    The  wt>rd 
*^  resurrection,"  has  a  variety  of  significations  in  the  scriptures. 
Any  important  change  of  circumstances,  especially  any  exaha* 
tioB,  is  represented  by  the  word  resurrection  iana^€t9is.'\    The 
resurrection  of  the  just,  evidently  alludes  to  the  time  when  the 
early  follot^ers  of  Christ,  should  t>e  delivered  from  their  persecu- 
tors, and  restored  to  that  public  estimation,  and  the  enjoyment 
of  those  nghte,  to  which  they  were  entitled.    This  restoration 
took  place  at  the  overthrow  of  the  Jewish  nation.     The  same 
view  of  the  word  Resurrection,  should  be  taken  in  the  passage 
where  St.  Paul  speaks  of  attaining'  unto  the  resurrection  of  m 
dead.    He  could  not  have  referred  to  the  literal  resurrection  of 
the  dead.    That  resurrection  does  not  depend  in  the  least  npen 
men*B  labors,  efforts  or  deserts.    All  men  are  to  be  raised  from 
the  dead,  by  the  j)ower  of  God.    The  resurrection  after  which 
St.  Paul  was  strivinjg,  was  a  moral  or  spiritual  elevation,  or  de- 
liverance from  the  ignorance,  predjudice  and  sinfulness   whidi 
prevailed  in  that  day,  and  from  the  evils  which  beset  the  follow- 
ers of  Christ  in  consequence  of  their  faithfulness  in  proehunii^ 
his  ffospel. 

My  friend  has  introduced  John  v.  28,  29,  to  prove  his  contrast 
between  the  condition  of  the  righteous  and  the  wicked  in  die 
general  resurrection.  And  here  he  commits  his  usual  blunder,  in 
taking  it  for  granted  this  passage  refers  to  the  literal  resurrection 
of  the  dead,  when  it  shows  upon  its  face,  that  it  is  a  mora/  or 
svititual  resurrection  to  which  the  Savior  alludes.  As  I  have 
already  explained  this  passage,*  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  dwell 
upon  it  now. 

The  Elder  has  also  brought  to  our  notice  "  the  second  death,'' 
in  Rev.  xx.  14.  Why  cannot  men  of  sense  see  that  in  a  discus- 
sion like  this,  it  is  not  enough  simply  to  quote  a  disputed  pas- 
sage, and  assume  that  it  has  a  particular  meaning,  without  fur- 
nishing proof  in  support  of  it!  Has  my  opponent  shown  any 
evidence  that  the  second  death  signifies  a  state  of  endless  suti^nngt 
Not  a  particle.  His  ipse  dixit  is  all  that  the  audience  has  to  de- 
pend upon.  In  this  assumption  he  overthrows  principles  he  has 
heretofore  laid  down.  He  has  insisted  that  in  death  there  is  no 
element  of  life — that  it  is  a  total  extinction  of  happiness.  If  this 
be  true — if  the  first  death  is  a  total  exiinction  oi  life  and  happi- 
ness, how  then,  can  there  be  a  second  death — in  his  view  of  the 
subject  ?     Can  we  say  of  a  dead  body,  that  sometime  hence,  it 
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win  be  dead  ft  mcond  time^-t^t  it  will  experience  a  smond  dia* 
solution  1  I  trust  the  audience  well  know  the  book  of  Reveia^ 
tions  is  highly  figurative  in  its  style.  To  take  the  nutaphorical 
expressions  of  such  a  book,  and  apply  them  liUrally  to  the  sup- 
port of  any  doctrine,  is  to  show  either  a  consummate  ignorance, 
on  the  part  of  him  who  docs  it,  or  a  desposition  to  insult  the  good 
asnse  of  community !  The  "  second  death,"  is  a  figurative  form 
of  speech,  used  by  the  Revelator  unquestionably  in  reference  to 
God's  dealings  with  the  Jews.  It  was  a  national  death.  The 
first  deoik  of  that  people,  was  their  Babylonian  captirity.  Hence 
the  prophet  in  foretelling  their  release  from  it,  and  their  leturn  to 
Judea,  describes  it  as  their  coming  forth  from  their  ^<w«i.^ — (See 
Ezek.  XXX vii.  12.)  The  stcond  death  was  similar  in  its  nature. 
It  was  a  national  death.  It  indicates  the  state  of  darkness,  unbe- 
lief and  wretchedness,  into  which  the  Jews  as  a  people  were  cast, 
soon  after  the  death  of  Christ,  and  in  which  they  continue  to  the 

present  day.  .,i  ^    .1  •    .i. 

Elder  Holmes  says  tkatmen  will  be  the  «om«in-the  resurrection, 
as  at  death.  How  presumptuous  and  blind  is  such  an  assertion. 
Can  a  man  who  has  ever  faithfully  and  understandingly  read  his 
Bible  for  an  hour,  make  a  declaration  so  perfectly  groundless  ? 
It  positively  and  flatly  wmtradicts  the  plain  lans^oage  of  St  Paul. 
In  nis  description  of  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  he  says — "Be- 
hold, I  show  you  a  mystery.  We  shall  not  all  sleep,  but  we 
$kall  ALL  be  CHANGED,  in  a  moment,  in  the  twinkling  of  an 
eye,  at  the  last  trumpet.  For  the  trumpet  shall  sound,  and  the 
dead  shall  be  raised  tncorruptibUy  and  we  shall  be  changed.  For 
tikis  corrHption  must  put  on  itkcarraptioni  and  this  mor^  must  put 
on  immortality."— a  Cor.  xv.  51-53.) 

My  opponent  insists  that  a  eoatcast  will  exist  between  the 
fighteous  and  the  wicked  in  the  Day  of  JudgiiKent.  That  such  a 
contrast  exists  in  the  true  day  or  time  of  judgment,  I  have  no 
doubt  Bat  before  the  Elder  qirates  Scripture  to  shew  such  con- 
tmst  will  exist  in  a  future  general  day  of  judgxaeat,  he  had  better 
prove  such  a  day  is  ever  to  arrive.  I  deny  Ihatthe  Bible  ^vcs  the 
lightest  sanction  to  such  a  notion,  and  willehow  in  due  time,  tha' 
this  denial  is  not  mere  assertioiu 

Mr.  HoimtB' fourteentk  Argumant  bi  defence  of  Endless  Punis 
Bwnt,  he  attempts  to  draw  from  a  Future  and  General  Day 
Judgment.    I  wish  the  audience  to  notice  thai  this  argument  h 
not  the  slightest  relation  to  the  subject  under  consideration, 
he  could  introduce  proof  that  such  a  judgment  will  take  place  i 
the  future  world,  it  would  neither  prove  Universalism  teke,  01 
endless  misery  true.    Many  Universaltsts  have  believed  in  a  day 
ol  Judgmment  in  the  next  life.     They  maintain  that  the  punish- 
ment inflicted  on  the  wicked  at  that  time,  will  be  temporary  and 
remedial,  and  will  result  in  their  amendment  and  restoration  to  ho- 
liaeif  aad  happineas.    ThtM  vtcwa  t|ie  Ekler  must  ovexthiow— he 
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mast  Bhov  tbatthe  pnnishments^  inflicted  on  th«  wicked  in  bis  la* 
ture  day  of  judgment,  will  not  be  remetlial  and  rettorfng,  bat  Tin- 
dietive,  revengefar  and  unending — before  his  argument  can  be  of 
the  slightest  avail  to  hnn. 

This  argument  from  the  Day  of  Jud^ent  abounds  with  asramp* 
tions  of  the  most  bare-faced  description.  I^t  me  notice  a  few  of 
the  most  prominent.  1 .  The  Elder  assumes,  as  we  have  seen, 
that  punishments  inflicted  upon  the  wicked  at  that  time,  will  be 
endless.  This  he  has  not  proved,  and  cannot.  2.  He  aMomes 
that  the  day  of  Judgment^  and  the  litPTal  regnrrectio/^  of  ike  dmtd, 
will  be  simultaneous.  Whereas,  in  the  Bible,  they  are  never  re* 
presented  as  occuring  at  the  same  time,  or  in  any  way  connected ; 
but  they  are  invariably  described  an  events  which  will  take  place 
at  different  times,  and  at  periods  far  apart.  Those  passages  of 
Scripture  which  speak  of  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  say  nothing 
of  a  judgment:  and  those  which  speak  of  a  judgment,  ncake  no 
mention  of  the  resurrection.  3.  He  assumes,  that  to/tM/grman* 
kind  signifies  to  assemble  them  in  a  body — institute  a  judicial  tnal, 
and  pass  sentence  upon  them.  But  the  word  "  judge^*or  *' j^Klg- 
ment," — \krimat  krinein,  krueos,^  is  frequently  used  in  the  Scrip, 
ture  to  designate  power  to  reign,  to  exercise  authority,  domiuioii. 
To  judge  men  is  to  rule  over  them  as  a  Prince  or  a  Sovereign. 
4.  He  assumes,  that  the  judgment  is  to  take  place  at  a  lime  sUU 
future,  and  in  another  world ;  whereas,  the  Bible  declares  that  il 
takes  place  on  the  earth,  and  commenced  eighteen  centuries  a^ 
There  can  be  nothing  more  positive  than  the  assertions  of  the  Scnp- 
tures,  that  Christ's  judgment  takes  place  in  this  world.  They  do 
not  describe  mankind  as  gotng- into  another  world  to  be  judged,  but 
issert  that  Christ  canu  into  this  world  to  judge.  Jesus  says — ^'For 
judgment  1  am  come  into  THIS  world.*'— (John  ix.  39.)  •'Verily 
he  is  a  God  that  judgeth  in  the  eart^."— <(Ps.  Iviii.  11.)  ••Ui« 
judgments  are  tn  o/Z  tfu  earth,** — (Ps.  cv.  7.)  **  [  am  the  Lord 
which  exercise  loving^kindness,  judgment  and  righteousness,  in 
the  earth:* — (Jer.  ix.  24.)  Those  passages  which  speak  of  Christ 
accompanied  by  bis  angels,  preparing  to  judge  mankind,  describe 
bim  as  coming  to  this  world,  to  engage  in  that  work,  and  not  man* 
kind  as  goine  to  them  in  another  world  after  death.  For  instance 
— •*  When  the  Son  of  man  shall  COME  in  his  glory,  and  all  the 
holy  angels  with  him,^'  etc. — (Matt.  xxv.  31.)  **  For  the  Son  of 
man  shall  COME  in  the  glory  of  his  Father,  with  his  angels,^  etc. 
— (Matt.  xvi.  27.)  That  judgment  is  not  deferred  to  an  indefinite 
time  still  future,  but  commenced  with  the  introduction  of  the  Chris- 
tian era,  is  evident  from  the  plainest  declarations  of  Christ.  He 
says — ^**NOW,  is  the  judgment  of  this  world." — (John  xii.  31.)  In 
reference  to  the  time  when  he  should  **  come*'  with  his  holy  an* 
gels,  to  judge  the  worid,  the  Savior  declares — *^  Verily  1  say  unto 
you,  this  generation  shall  not  pass,  till  all  these  things  be  fulfilled.* 
— -(MaU.  zxiv.  84.)  «*  Verily  1  say  unto  you,  there  be  some  ataol- 
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ing  here  which  sba]!  not  taste  of  death,  till  they  lee  the  Son  of 
man  coming  in  his  kingdom.'' — (Matt.  xvi.  28.)  These  passages 
teach  ns  that  Christ's  judgment  is  in  the  earthy  and  commenced  at 
the  introduction  of  the  Christian  era.  5.  Elder  Holmes  assumes 
that  the  judgment  which  is  to  be  executed  by  Christ,  will  not 
take  place  until  the  close  of  his  Mediatorial  rei^n,  whereas  the 
scriptures  represent  it  as  taking  place,  or  beginning  at  the  com- 
mencement of  his  reign.  In  the  description  of  the  close  of  the 
reign  of  Jesus — (I  Cor.  xv.  24) — when  he  shall  deliver  up  the 
kingdom  into  the  hands  of  his  Father,  not  a  word  is  said  of  a 
judgment  or  trial  of  mankind.  There  will  be  no  need  of  it.  All 
men  will  then  be  subdued  to  Jesus — will  be  fitted  for  the  residence 
of  God's  spirit,  and  ^'  God  will  be  all  in  all !"  But  in  those  pas- 
sages which  speak  of  his  coming  to  commence  his  reign,  we  have 
the  assurance  that  he  begins  at  the  same  time  his  judgment  of  the 
world.  He  exercises  authority  over  men,  and  rewards  them  ac- 
cording to  their  deeds.— (See  Matt.  xvi.  27,  28.)  6.  The  Elder 
assumes  that  the  word  **  day,''  when  connected  with  judgment, 
signifies  a  period  of  twenty-four  hours.  But  the  original  Greek 
word  emeran,  from  which  day  is  translated  frequently  signifies  an 
era,  a  time,  a  dispensation. 

In  view  of  all  these  facts,  we  learn  that  the  New  Testament 
doctrine  of  a  Day  of  Judgment,  is  that  the  Father  in  bestowing 
upon  his  Son  Jesus  his  Mediatorial  kingdom,  clothed  him  with 
power  to  judge  the  earth,  or  exercise  rule  and  authority  over  all 
men,  until  he  brings  the  entire  race  into  subjection  to  his  gentle 
reign.  Then  his  mission  will  be  accomplished — his  work  will  be 
finished — and  mankind  will  be  reconciled  to  God.  He  will  de- 
liver up  the  kingdom  to  him  from  whom  he  received  it,  and  thence- 
forward God  will  be  ALL  in  ALL ! ! 

The  doctrine  of  a  day  of  general  day  of  judgment  in  a  future  ex- 
istence, is  founded  on  strange  views  of  God's  proceedings.   It  attrib- 
utes to  Deity  the  principle  of  punishing  first,  and  afterwards  institu- 
ting a  trial  to  test  the  guilt  of  the  punished.     The  Elder  believes 
that  when  sinners  die,  their  Creator  sends  them  immediately  to 
hell,  into  the  midst  of  the  fiercest  displays  of  his  wrath.    After 
enduring  the  terrible  agonies  of  that  abode  for  thousands,  and  '" 
may  be  millions  of  years,  they  are  brought  out  and  arraigner' 
the  judgment-bar  for  trial,  to  ascertain  whether  they  are  inno 
or  guilty.    If  they  prove  to  be  guilty,  they  are  remanded  to  t 
fiery  prison,  to  remain  there  forever.     But  if  any  should  be  fc 
innocent,  I  suppose  they  would  be  allowed  to  enter  heave 
though  what  reparation  they  would  receive  for  their  long  . 
unjust  punishment,  cannot  well  be  conceived.    This  proceedi 
would  be  like  incarcerating  a  man  in  the  State  Prison  lot  foriy 
years,  and  then  bringing  him  before  a  court  for  trial !     Would  not 
such  proceedings  among  men,  be  a  mockery  of  all  justice.     Yet 
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Bucb  imperfections  are  ^cliarged  upon  the  government  of  God  hj 
theologians  of  the  partialist  class. 

One  of  the  reasons  which  Elder  Holmes  urges  as  showine  the 
necessity  of  a  futare  day  of  judgment,  is  that  in  this  world  the 
wicked  are  prosperous  and  happy^  and  the  pious  are  burlhcned  with 
trouble^  and  experience  great  unhappiness  !  From  the  comm^-nce- 
ment  of  this  debate,  I  have  charged  Elder  Holmes  with  proclaiminr 
a  doctrine  which  is  licentious  and  demoralizing ;  which  encouraged 
men  in  sin,  by  describing  the  life  of  the  sinner  as  prosperous  and 
happy,  while  that  of  the  righteous  as  dark  and  uninviting.  Ue 
has  repeatedly  denied  entertaining  these  views,  and  with  much 
warmth  and  vehemence,  has  attributed  to  me  a  disposition  to  mis- 
represent him.  But  behold,  in  the  declaration  T  am  noticing,  he  uc- 
consciously  acknowledges  all  J  have  laid  to  the  charge  of  his  sen- 
timents !  The  wicked  are  *'nrosperous"  and  happy — the  pious  are 
full  of  trouble!  Believing  inis  statement,  the  man  inclined  to  sin, 
reasons  with  himself  that  he  can  enjoy  "  prosperitxf"  and  "  happi- 
9iess**  by  indulging  in  sin,  and  as  to  future  consequences,  they  can 
easily  be  avoided  by  repentance  before  death.  The  way  is  opened 
for  him — opened  by  my  opposer  and  his  brother  evangelicals — and 
the  sinner  plunges  into  wickedness.  Can  any  man  blame  me  for 
insisting  such  sentiments  are  demoralizing  f  !  How  perfectly  such 
a  doctrme  as  this,  contradicts  the  word  of  God.  That  volume  de- 
clares *•  the  path  of  the  just  is  as  the  shining  light,*'r-that  "  wis- 
dom's ways,  are  ways  or  pleasantness,  and  all  her  paths  are  peace.** 
But  Elder  Holmes  says  the  pious  walk  in  a  hard  and  thorny  way  ! 
The  Bible  declares  •«  there  is  no  peace  to  the  wicked."  The  El- 
der  insists  they  enjoy  pence,  prosperity,  and  happiness ! !  After 
this  exposure — ^this  display  of  marked  disbelief ,  and  even  contempt 
of  the  plainest  declarations  of  God*s  word— can  it  excite  any  sur- 
prise that  my  opponent  advocates  a  sentiment  so  unscriptural,  so 
malignant  and  blasphemo^is,  as  endless  misery  ? 

He  refers  to  the  case  of  David,  in  the  73d  Psalm.  David  was 
once  envious  of  the  wicked — he  thought  they  enjoyed  life  much 
better  than  the  upright,  and  that  it  was  of  no  avail  to  serve  God  so 
far  as  the  things  of  this  world  are  concerned.  When  he  entertained 
these  sentiments  his  views  perfectly  coincided  with  those  now 
believed  by  Elder  Holmes,  and  others  of  his  class.  But  when 
David  entered  the  sanctuary,  and  was  taueht  by  the  Lord  as  to  the 
true  condition  of  the  wicked,  he  found  he  had  been  mfstaken  in  his 
former  views  regarding  their  happiness.  He  was  instructed  they 
were  involved  in  anxiety  and  distress,  that  they  were  in  the  midst 
of  destruction  and  anguish  !~and  that  their  lives  were  not  peace- 
ful and  happy,  but  dark  and  wretched  !  From  that  tFme,  David  had 
no  more  to  say  about  the  prosperity  and  happiness  of  the  sinful.  So 
ashamed  was  ne  of  his  former  foolishness  and  ignorance  res|>ecting 
tfaem,that  he  declares  he  was  a  very  "beast"  in  his  blindness.  It 
might  be  supposed  that  this  confession  of  the  Psalmist  would  be  » 
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«ntertai5ing  simiUr  nottons  id  regard  to  the  *'  prosperity"  of  wicked 
inen ! ! 

As  to  the  charge  he  has  made  against  me>  in  his  sixth  speech,* 
•of  a  willingness  to  falsify  the  truth,  when  I  can  do  so  without  fear 
of  detection,  it  is  beneath  an  honorable  and  high  minded  man,  and 
one  which  no  gentleman  or  christian  would  make.  That  the  pub- 
lic will  so  decide  I  have  no  doubt.  Upon  what  ground  my  antagonist 
utters  such  base  allegations  I  know  not,  except  that  like  low  minded 
and  uncultivated  men  in  geneoU,  he  falls  into  the  idea  that  I  must 
be  iniueneed  by  the  same  principles  oi  action  which  govern  his 
own  proceedings. 

Mr.  Holmes  quotes  from  Josepheus  and  the  Talmuds  to  prove 
that  the  Jews,  in  the  days  of  Christ,  believed  in  a  future  general 
judgment.  How  does  this  help  my  friend  ?  If  the  Jews  Mieved 
in  a  future  day  of  judgment,  and  in  endless  torments,  it  does  not 
prove  those  sentiments  to  be  true,  but  casts  great  suspicion  upon 
them.  At  the  advent  of  Jesus,  the  religious  views  of  the  Israel- 
ites had  become  «reatly  corrupted  with  the  errors  of  heathenism 
— insomueh  that  the  Savior  warned  his  disciples  to  beware  of  their 
doctrines. — (See  Matt.  xvi.  12.)  But,  inquired  my  friend  yester- 
day, **  if  the  Jews  were  in  an  error  in  their  belief  of  a  future  gen- 
eral judgment,  why  did  not  Christ  correct  them  ?  He  did  correct 
them  in  the  most  positive  terras.  His  language  conveyed  this 
meaninje:-^*'  You  Jews  believe  you  will  not  be  brought  toan*ac- 
eonnt  for  your  crimes,  until  some  distant  period  in  another  world ; 
hat  I  say  unto  you — *'  Now,  is  the  judgment  of  this  world." — (John 
zii.  31.)  lam  appointed  your  Judge,  your  Ruler.  My  judg- 
ment is  not  delayed  until  you  pass  to  another  existence.  It  is  ex- 
'  erosed  here^"^  For  jutdgment  I  sua  come  into  THIS  world."-^Joh]i 
ix.  39.)  How  could  he  contradict  more  positively  the  Jewish  no- 
tions on  this  subject !  The  Elder  misrepresents  my  position  in  re- 
gard to  the  belief  of  the  Jews  in  endless  punishment.  I  took  the 
ground  that  that  doctrine  had  never  been  rtmaled  to  the  Jews  from 
€rod — that  not  a  word  of  such  revelation  can  be  found  in  the  Old 
Testament.  My  friend  does  not,  cannot  question  this.  That  the 
Hebrews,  in  the  days  of  Christ,  had  imbibed  the  heathen  do^ma 
of  eternal  torture,  is  probably  true.  It  was  one  of  the  corruptions 
they  had  fallen  into,  and  for  which  the^  had  received  the  severe 
censure  of  Christ  In  the  days  of  their  purity  such  a  sentiment 
was  never  heurd  in  their  midst.  To  prove  that  the  Jews  believed 
in  a  future  day  of  judgment  and  endless  punishment,  the  Elder 
quotes  from  the  Talmuds,  which  were  mere  collections  of  Jewish 
traditions  and  fables,  and  of  no  more  binding  force  than  the  anec- 
dotes in  an  old  almanac.  It  was  the  material  of  which  these 
Talmudt  were  composed,  which  the  Savior  so  pointedly  condemned 
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whtn  bt  aiid-^' Why  4o  700  tnuMgicss  tlie  eonmiadiiKents  «l 
God  by  your  troditwnsf  •  «  •  •  3at  in  vain  do  they  wor- 
ship me,  teaching  for  doctrines  the  eommandments  [iFadiUoos]  W 
men.** — (Matt  xv.  3^.)  Why  did  not  Mr,  Hoknes  quote  from 
the  Old  TestameiitiQ  support  of  his  riews*  instead  of  the  Ta\mmdBi 
Simply  because  he  could  find  aoUiing  there  to  aupport  them. 

Turning  from  these  constdentions,  I  iatroduee  myfi/UetUk  Ktg' 
atire  Argument.    The  doctrine  of  Endless  Misery,  coasif^ns  mnt' 
tetUhsoi  the  human  race,  to  the  endless  tortures  01  hell !  Tliis  doc- 
trine lays  down  repentance  of  sin,  and  £iith  in  Christ,  m  M$  liftt 
JBA  indispensable  to  sdvation  in  the  world  to  tomit ;  and  de- 
clarer that  all  who  do  not  comply  with  these  requisitions,  will  be 
lost  forever ! !    Now  see  how  this  rule  sweeps  away,  with  the  be- 
som of  destruction,  crowds  upon  crowds  of  human  souls ! !    Look 
£rst  at  the  most/booreif  spots  on  earth — at  Christian  nations.  How 
many  infants,  idiots  and  insane  persona,  annually  die*  without  the 
ability  to  comply  with  these  terms  of  faith  and  repentance.    Does 
my  inend  say  that  these  classes  are  not  lost  ?  Thei  he  must  aban* 
doB  his  creed,  and  acknowledge  that  souls  can  be  oaved  without 
repentance  and  faith  in  this  wond  !  *  If  infants,  idiots,  insane^  elc, 
are  happy  hereafter,  it  must  be  because  they  will  have  the  pnvi- 
lege  to  renent  and  exercise  faith  in  a  future  exkteuce.    He  jamt 
.ackaowleage  this.    Yet  where  is  his  Scripture  authority  for  say- 
ing that  OIK  doii  of  souls  have  the  privilege  to  rn»ent  in  the  next 
world,  and  another  not  ?    When  he  once  breaks  tnrough  his  rule 
in  regard  to  the  time  for  filling  the  teims  of  salvation,  it  hecQiaes 
nugatory.    Moreover,  how  can  he  consistently  maintain  that  idiolf, 
-etc,  are  to  be  happy  hereafter,  when  he  insists  that  there  is  no 
■t^nge  after  death — and  perhaps  to  prove  it,  sometimes  quotes  that 
lamous  passa^,  **aB  death  leaves  us,  so  judgment  will  find  usi** 
Fuithermore,  if  idiots,  and  the  insane  are  in  no  danger  of  beiqg 
'  lost  forever,  they  are  a  much  more  fotwred  dass  than  those  who 
possess  int^ligence.    Indeed,  to  a  vast  mafority»  intelli|^ence,  sup- 
posed as  it  is,  to  be  the  highest  gift  of  CSod,  in  view  of  hts  doctriaa 
-would  prove  an  endless  curse,  sinking  them  down  to  eternal  woe! 

Passing  this  point,  look  at  the  vast  multitudes  of  those  who 
4well  in  nominally  christian  laads»  under  the  sound  of  the  gospd. 
How  few  of  them  make  any  profession  of  religion,  of  the  Evaa- 
'gelical  stamp  1  Probably  not  one  in  ten,  at  least  not  one  in  etgbt  I 
All  the  remaining  millions,  according  to  Elder  Holmes*  docmoe, 
go  down  to  the  flames  of  an  endless  hell ! !  No  less  than  547,600,- 
000,  according  to  the  calculations  of  one  missionary,  fall  into  un- 
ending woe,  everjT  thxrt%i  years  \  Yea,  among  those  who  make  a 
fmftmUm  of  religion,  with  how  many  of  them  is  it  6ul  praiessiQa  I 
*^«ien  who  assume  the  garb  of  r€ligion  to  serve  the  devil  in !  Hate 
not  all  of  us  known  muUitudes  of  such  people  ?  Alas  1  how  often 
ilo-we  hear  ^  the  basest  t>f  conduct — the  grossest  and  lowest  of 
immoralities— committed,  not  only  by  church  members^  but  by 
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tieacons,  and  class  leaders,  and  ministers  !  Clergymen  oc 
high  stations  in  self-styled  evangelical  sects,  and  who  have'u 
vociferous  in  tlicir  condemnation  of  the  licensiousness  of  Ui 
ism,  have  plunged  deep  into  a  trial  of  the  prosperity  and  h 
of  sinful  indulgence  !  Oh,  how  often  are  honest,  sincere  C 
made  to  blush  by  such  occurrences  ! !  How  many  of  like 
tion  and  character  are  still  remaining  in  these  churches.  ( 
knows ! !  All  these  muat  be  taken  from  the  number  to  b 
and  ad  Jed  to  swell  the  mullilude  of  the  lost. 

This  is  only  the  begining  of  the  calculation.  Call  to 
the  heathen  who  lived  between  Adam  and  the  flood — all 
isteJ  between  the  flood  and  the  advent  of  Christ — and  all 
the  birtli  of  Christ  and  our  own  day — all  who  now  exist- 
who  will  be  born  and  die  in  heathenism  for  ages  to  come 
never  heard  of  the  gospel,  of  Christ,  or  God-  They  I 
no  opportunity  to  hear  of  them,  and  hence  have  had  no  oj 
ty  to  exercise  a  saving  faith.  Let  your  imaginations  run 
the  countless  generations  L  have  enumerated,  and  which  h 
ceeJed  each  other,  like  the  waves  of  ihe  ocean — and  then 
aggregate  .'  What  an  immense  multitude  !  More  vast  th 
gland  on  the  entire  face  of  the  globe,  though  packed  man 
All  have  gone  down  to  eternal  darkness,  to  rotl  in  agony  a 
their  being  and  the  author  of  their  existence  forever- 
Holmes'  doctrine  is  true  ! ! 

Do  I  misstate  this  subject  ?  God  fotj^ive  me  !f  I  do, 
needless.  The  very  best  view  is  sufficiently  awful,  wit 
exaggeration  !  Tillemont,  a  famous  Catholic  writer,  cond 
Pagans  to  eternal  torments,  who  lived  before  Clirist ;  am 
as  a  reason,  that  living  before  the  Savior,  they  could  not 
fitted  by  his  death.  Listen  to  the  highest  Evangelical  autl 
this  point.  The  American  Board  of  Commissioners  of 
Missions,  make  use  of  the  following  language : — "  To 
gospel  to  the  heathen,  is  a  work  of  great  exigency.  W 
last  thirty  years,  a  whole  generation,  of  five  hundred  thou 
aught  we  can  see  in  their  character,  or  in  the  word  of  G 
gone  down  to  eternal  death  !'"  O  most  intelligent  Board 
aught  you  can  see  in  the  word  of  God  !"  Are  you  blin 
you  not  see  and  read  in  the  word  of  God,  that  he  has  pui 
reconcile  all  mmikiad  to  himself  ?  How  monstrous  to  cb 
with  such  wholesale  distruction  of  his  own  offspring  ! !  A 
ary  writing  on  this  subject,  says— ^*  FIFTY  THOUSANE 
---So  fast  tbe  heathen  die  !  •  •  •  Fifty  thousand  EVEl 
go  down  to  the  fire  that  is  not  quenched  *  •  •  Six 
millions  more  are  going  the  same  road  !  I  !  Think  for  at 
minute  each  day,  of  the  50.000,  who  that  day,  sink  to  thi 
the  lost  !  and  of  the  600,000,000  who  arc  hastening  to 
luinof  soul ! !"  Allowing  this  horrid  estimate  to  be  con 
iico  thousand  and  eighty-four  souls  drop  into  hell  every  houi 
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TTVE  every  minute,  and  one  every  TWO  SECONDS  r ! !  Think, 
0  hearer !  Think,  O  en]ij!;htencd  public! !  Think,  0  ray  opposins^ 
brother  ! — this  doctrine  asserts  that  immortal  souls,  the  soule  en 
our  fetlow-beinp:<i,  of  God's  children,  are  now,  this  very  moment^ 
(hop/  DROP  ! !  DROPPING  ! ! !  into  hell !!— Now,  since  I  uttered 
the  last  words,  thirty-five  have  gonei !  Since  we  came  into  this 
church  this  afternoon,  two  thousand  and  eighty-four  have  gone  ! ! 
And  since  we  commenced  this  discussion,  300,000  have  fallen  into 
scorching  flames,  to  shriek  with  the  damned  forever ! !  A\m^ghtT 
God  !  and  this  is  virtually  charged  to  thee  ! !  To  thee,  the  tender 
Father  of  these  souls !  To  thee,  whose  name  is  Love,  and  who 
could  by  one  word  of  thy  power  save  them  all  ! !  What  blasphe- 
my robed  in  the  name  of  religion  !  Can  the  crazed  immagination 
of  roan,  in  its  wildest  flights,  conjure  up  a  phantasy  more  mon- 
strous than  this ! !  Yet  if  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment 
is  true,  all  this  is  true !  And  if  all  this  is  not  true,  then  the  doc- 
trine which  asserts  it,  is  not  true  ! ! 

My  sixteenth  Negative  Argument  is  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment,  sends  multitudes  of  the  best  moraimen  on  the  earth, 
to  the  companionship  of  infernal  spirits,  in  Eternal  Perdition  !     I 
call  on  all  the  audience  to  say  whether  they  do  not  know,  within 
the  circle  of  their  acquaintance,  large  numbers  of  good,  honefrt, 
temperate,  industrious,  kind-hearted,  friendly,  obliging  people,  who 
live  and  die  without  making  any  profession  of  religion— without 
experiencing  any  particular  change  of  heart— and  without  joining 
any  EvangelicalChurch ?    We  all  are  aware  there  are  great  num- 
bers of  such  people.      5ome  of  them  attend  orthodox  meetings 
— some  meetings  of   other  denominations,  and  some  no  meeting  at 
all.     They  are  as  good  and  faithful  parents,  neighbors  and  citi- 
zens, and  discharge  as  promptly  and  cheerfully,  all  their  duties 
and  obligations,  as  any  who  make  professions  of  religion— yea, 
often  much  better  than  many  who  make  'Such  professions.    Now 
what  does  this  doctrine  of  my  opponent  say  of  these  upright,  pore- 
hearted,  kind  fathers  and  mothers — ^these  good  neighbors  and  citi- 
zens ?    It  says  they  are  hell-deserving  sinners — that  God*s  wrath 
burns  fiercely  against  them,  and  that  he  is  only  waiting  for  death 
to  cut  them  off,  to  seize  upon  their  naked  and  helpless  souls,  and 
thrust  them  down  deep  in  the  tiery  abyss  of  his  infinite  anger,  to 
roll  in  a^ony  forever  t !    It  declares  that  he  plunges  them  into  the 
same  kind  of  punishment,  to  be  endured  for  the  same  length  of 
time,  with  the  most  hardened  and  blood-stained  villains.    More 
than  this.    It  consigns  with  relentless  cruelty,  to  the  same  doom, 
many  of  those  whose  names  all  Americans  most  venerate  and  hon- 
or !    Look  at  the  heroes  of  our  Revolution — John  Adams,  Benj. 
Franklin,  Thomas  Jeflerson,  Dr.  Benj.  Rush,  the  brave  and  he- 
roic Gen.  Greene,  and  a  large  number  of  those  who  took  the  most 
Afitive  part  in  our  Revolutionary  suuggle,  and  whose  names  adorn 
juration  of  Independence.    If  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Woe 
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is  true,  all  these  worthies  are  now  in  hell !  If  this  doctrine  is  trne, 
thousands  of  those  who  fought  the  battles  of  the  Revolution-— who 
spilled  their  blood  for  our  benefit — who  laid  down  their  lives  to 
establish  our  Independence — when  slaughtered  in  contending  for 
liberty,  were  plunged  straight  from  the  battle  field,  into  the  lowest 
depths  of  hell  ! !  Can  you  believe  all  this  *?  You  must  if  you  be- 
lieve the  doctrine  which  is  maintained  here  by  my  opponent !  If 
you  reject  these  terrible  results,  you  must  reject  the  doctrine  which 
teaches  them ! 

My  seventeenth  Negative  Argument  is  that  the  doctrine  of  End- 
less Punishment,  reduces  religion  to  a  matter  of  mere  selfixh  and 
sordid  calculation.  According  to  the  system  on  which  this  doctrine 
is  founded,  God  made  the  world  designing  all  to  he  holy  and  hap- 
py. But  he  was  disappointed  in  his  plans  and  expectations.  Every 
thing  fell  into  ruins  the  moment  the  mechanism  oi  human  existence 
which  God  had  constructed,  went  into  operation.  Instead  of  all 
men  becoming  holy  and  happy,  as  the  Deity  supposed  they  would, 
all  became  exposed  to  the  terrific  burnings  of  an  endless  hell !  Re- 
ligion is  supposed  to  be  the  only  way  and  means  of  escape  from 
that  hell.  To  effect  such  an  escape  is  believed  to  be  the  sole  ob- 
ject of  religion.  It  is  all  that  God  designed  it  for,  and  all  it  is 
good  for.  If  it  would  not  do  this  for  its  professors,  they  think  it 
would  not  be  of  the  slightest  value.  So  far,  and  so  long,  as  reli- 
gion will  open  a  way  whereby  men  who  have  •*  rolled  sin  as  a 
sweet  morsel  under  their  tongues,"  can  escape  eternal  perdition, 
and  gain  heaven ,  so  far,  and  so  long,  do  they  esteem  it  of  impor- 
tance I  But  if  Religion  will  not  do  this — if  it  is  not  designed  to 
save  men  from  hell,  and  open  the  gates  of  heaven — if  it  has  noth- 
inie;  to  do  with  rescuing  souls  from  infinite  wrath — they  can  con- 
ceive no  object  in  being  religious,  no  call  for  religion,  and  no  work 
for  it  to  do !  !  Such  is  the  principle  upon  which  our  Evangelical 
brethren,  according  to  their  own  showing,  practice  religion  !  Do 
I  mistake  this  subject?  I  appeal  to  the  experience  of  all  my  au- 
dience, and  the  public  at  large,  for  the  truth  of  my  declaration  ! 
What  is  the  great  theme,  the  general  drift  of  the  preaching  of  the 
divines  of  j  that  school  ?  There  is  a  remarkable  unanimity  among 
them  in  this  respect,  if  in  no  other.  However  learned  or  unlearned, 
however  polished  or  uncouth,  however  eloquent  and  profound,  or 
shallow  and  puerile,  their  discourses  may  be — all  their  sennon- 
izing,  from  the  lowest  exhorter,  to  the  highest  D.  D. — all  their 
prayers,  ordinances,  forms  andfceremonies — have  but  one  object, 
one  begining,  one  ending,  one  body,  one  soul,  one  everything,  viz  : 
the  necessity  of  struggling  to  ESCAPE  HELL  and  GAIN  HEA- 
VEN ! ! !  I  do  not  say  that  this  forms  the  theme  of  all  their  ser- 
mons, exhortations,  etc.  But  this  is  the  foundation  on  which  all 
are  based — this  is  the  feature  that  gives  shape  and  color  to  all  they 
utter.  The  great  mass  of  believers  in  that  doctrine  form  no  higher 
conception  of  tb«  object  of  leligion.    They  can  Bet  BOthiAg  m  it 


y  Google 


MS  VOLMBS'  NINTH  SFKECB 

mor«  pire,  spiritaal,  disinterested,  elevated  and  honorable*  thas 
to  snatch  blind  and  erring  creaturee  from  the  fury  of — their  Father 
in  Heaven ! ! 

Another  evidence  that  these  statements  are  correct,  is  the  un- 
bounded and  really  unfeigned  surprise  which  so  many  express, 
that  any  class  of  men  can  be  religious,  who  do  not  believe  God  has 
prepared  a  hell,  where  he  will  torment  his  children  forever!  They 
cannot  imagine  what  such  strange  people  can  have  to  make  them 
religious.     As  for  loving,  obeying,  serving  and  worshipping  God, 
Dot  through,  fear  that  he  will  torment  them  forever,  but  from  ad- 
miration of  his  character,  reverence  of  his  name  and  governnieDt, 
and  gratitude  for  his  blessings — they  cannot  conceive  how  ^zicA 
motives  can  make  men  religious  ! !     Hence,  we   hear  it  so  often 
said — "  If  I  believed  as  some  do — if  I  believed  there  was  no  end- 
less punishment  to  be  endured — if  I  believed  all  men  will  be  saved 
— I   would  rush  into  ein — I  would  drink  my  fill  of  wickedness 
— I  would  cheat,  steal,  rob  and  murder,  and  riot  all  my  life  in  cor- 
ruption !  !**     What  a  depraved  heart !     Does  not  such  langu^e, 
which  is  often  uttered,  luUy  corroborate  all  I  have  said  ?     Sub- 
tract the/«ir  of  hell  from  such  hearts,  and  how  much  real,  pure 
religion  would  be  left  ?    I  sometimes  fear,  were  an  angel  to  de- 
scend from  heaven,  and  proclaim  to  the  world  with  a  trumpet 
"  Crod  has  no  design  to  torment  his  creatures  forever—there  is  do 
Endless  Hell,'*  that  every  evangelical  church  on  earth  would  be  lA- 
stantly  abandoned  and  left  to  silence  a:id  desolation.  In  such  a 
case,  according  to  their  own  showing,  the  moving  spring  which 
urges  that  class  to  worship  would  be  wanting !      Can  it  be  believed 
the  true  religion  revealed  from  heaven,  exerts  an  influence  so  sor- 
did and  selhsh  as  this  ?— I  r/me  expiree/. 


[MR.  HOLMES*  NINTH  SPECCH.] 

Gent.  Moderators  and  respected  auditors: — I  have  not  for  a  sin- 
gle moment  during  this  discussion,  lost  sight  of  the  responsibility 
which  rests  upon  me,  as  the  advocate  of  important  divine  truth, 
in  opposition  to  the  insidious  and  malignant  attacks  of  error.  I 
hope  I  may  still  retain  and  never  lose  this  feeling  of  responsibility. 
As  the  most  of  my  last  speech  was  employed  in  direct  arguments 
for  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  1  will  devote  my  first  time  in 
this  speech  to  a  consideration  of  the  opposing  allegations  and 
proofs  of  Mr.  Austin. 

In  the  gentleman's  reply  to  my  argument  on  the  conditionality 
of  salvation,  he  endeavors  to  convict  me  of  teaching  salvation  iy 
uforkSf  not  by  grace.  If  he  cannot  see  the  difference  between 
conditions  and  merit,  bis  obtuseness  may  furnish  an  apology  for 
his  misapprehension.  I  can  account  for  it  in  no  other  way,  onlj 
on  sqippoaitioa  of  general  ignorance  of  critical  and  systematic 
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.  theology,  or  a  deliberate  design  to  misrepresent.  He  says  the 
Methodists  are  in  the/og*  on  this  point.  Perhaps  they  are  ;  but 
if  6o,  they  are  not  likely  to  obtain  much  relief  from  bis  theory. 
The  truth  is,  Mr.  Austin  has  allowed  himself  to  make  loose  and 
random  remarks  on  the  subject  of  grace^  as  it  stands  connected 
with  salvation,  which  convict  him  of  great  want  of  information 
as  to  what  the  Methodist  view  is.  I  will  enlighten  him  a  liule 
on  this  bead.  The  9th  and  lOlh  Articles  of  Religion  of  the  M. 
E.  Church,  read  as  follows :  "  We  are  accounted  righteous  before 
God,  only  for  the  merit  of  our  Lord  and  Savior  Jesus  ChrUt^  by 
faithy  and  not  for  our  own  works  or  deservjugs: — Wherefore,  that 
we  are  justified  by  faith  only,  is  a  most  wholesome  doctrine,  and 
very  full  of  comfort." 

**  Although  good  works,  which  are  the  fruits  of  faith  ^  and  fol- 
low after  Jwttijkation,  cannot  put  away  our  sins^  and  endure  the 
.  severity  ot  God's  judgments ;  yet  are  they  pleasing  and  acceptable 
to  God  in  Chri&t,  and  sprivg  out  of  a  true  and  liveltf  faith,  inso- 
much that  by  them  a  lively  faith  may  be  as  evidently  known,  as 
a  tree  is  discerned  by  its  fruit/* — (Discipline  p.  12.)  Here  we  have 
the  true  scriptural  doctrine,  plainly  expressed,  and  cautiously  guard- 
ed— the  doctrine  that  salvation  is  "not  of  ourselves,**  but  *' by  grace 
through  failh,"  that  faith  which  * 'works  by  love  and  purifies  the 
•  heart.'*  This  view  perfectly  harmonizes  with  the  language  of 
St.  Paul,  (Rom.  iii.  24.) — '*  Being  justified  freely  by  his  grace, 
through  the  redemption  that  is  in  Christ  Jesus  ;  whom  God  hath 
set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through  faith  in  his  blood ^^  Also, 
(v.  1.) — •*  Being  justified  by  faith,  we  have  peace  with  God, 
through  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.^'  But  Mr.  Austin,  it  appears,  is 
not  able  to  see  how  salvation  can  be  by  grace,  and  yet  hy  faith, 
.He  thuiks,  if  we  suppose  the  sinner  has  anything  to  do,  his  salva- 
tion is  by  the  merit  of  works ;  that  is,  the  beggar  cams  the  favor 
he  seeks,  by  asking  for  it,  and  believing  his  benefactor  is  willing 
to  grant  it.  The  fog  and  confusion  is  in  his  own  mind,  and  prob- 
ably arises  from  the  blinding  influence  of  his  theory,  which  ad- 
mils  neither  grace  nor  faith  as  essential  to  final  salvation.  Pun- 
ishment is  the  "sine  qua  non'*  of  universal  salvation;  but  Paul 
says  it  is  "  by  faith,  that  it  might  be  by  grace.'* 

Mr.  Austin  brings  as  an  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  a  general 
.judgment,  that  it  sends  people  to  hell  before  they  are  decided  t- 
be  guilty.     This  charge  is  untrue  in  regard  to  my  view  of  diyj 
retribution,  but  holds  good  against  I  niversalism,  since,  on  t 
principles  of  that  system,  men  are   punished   without  being  c 
clared  guilty  by  any  process    understood  either  by  themselves 
others.     Indeed,  in  most  cases,  the  more  wicked  the  sinner,  t 
Jess  he  seems  inclined  to  admit  the  existence  of  moral  retributioL 
But,  as  the  above  charge  stands  against  a  future  judgment,  it  may 
be  met  as  follows : 
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1.  All  men  are  jpiilty.  They  are  (except  90  farastbeTars 
jastified  by  faith  in  Christ,)  now  under  the  condem nation  of  the 
divine  law,  and  only  need  the  formal  sentence  of  the  judge,  10 
hand  them  over  to  jast  and  deserved  punishment.  To  use  kui- 
guage  borrowed  from  judicial  proceedings  amongst  men,  they  are 
under  arrest,  until  the  court  which  is  to  pass  upon  them  shall  con- 
rene. 

2.  In  the  mean  time,  a  system  of  restoring  mercy  is  bron^t  io, 
through  the  redeeming  agency  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  object  of  wfatch 
is,  the  relief  of  the  guilty  from  the  necesmity  of  final  condemna- 
tion and  punishment.  A  dispensation  of  grace  and  pardon  is  al- 
lowed to  intervene ;  hence,  *'  sentence  against  an  evil  work,*  (sin 
and  ^uilt,)  *'  is  not  speedily  executed  f  but  the  ^spel  ia  procUum- 
ed — It  is  announced  as  glad  tiding,  '*  he  that  believeth  sball  be 
saved;"  and  the  sinner,  **fore-seemg  the  evil,**  is  allowed,  if  he 
will,  to  **hide  himself*'  from  the  gathering  storm,  by  obepng  the 
gospel,  and  believing  in  Christ  as  his  Savior.  There  is  an  arrest 
offadgment  for  the  lime  being,  to  allow  the  gospel  system  to  de- 
velop its  influences  and  accomplish  its  gracious  designs,  in  seco- 
ring  against  final  condemnation  and  irretrievable  puniahmenf,  afl 
who  will  repent  and  return  unto  "  God,  who  will  ahundanOy  par* 
don"* 

3.  As  *•  sentence  against  an  evil  work  is  not  speedily  execoted* 
(Eccl.)  is  postponed,  that  the  sinner  may  improve  a  day  of  grace, 
and  be  saved  from  the  results  of  that  sentence  ;  and  as  the  dar  of 
grace  afforded  is  to  continue  during  the  probation  of  each  indivi- 
dual sinner,  and  in  regard  to  the  whole  race,  during  the  rogn  of 
the  mediatorial  kingdom ;  hence  the  propriety  and  necessity  that 
the  judgment  should  not  take  place,  until  the  end  of  the  dispensa- 
tion of  grace-'^when  **  the  kingdom  shall  he  delivered  up  to  the 
Father" — when  those  who  have  not  availed  themselves  of  the  of- 
fers of  mercy,  will  be  held  accountable  on  the  strict  principles  of 
law — *'  when  the  books  will  be  opened,  and  another  book  will  be 
opened,  which  is  the  book  of  life,  and  the  dead  will  be  judged 
out  of  those  things  written  in  the  books,  according  to  their  works," 
The  fact  that  the  sinner  passes  out  of  this  life  before  he  standi 
••  before  the  judgment  seat  of  Christ,"  does  not  alter  the  case,  nor 
create  the  least  difficulty.  He  is  still  under  the  government  of 
God,  and  approaching  the  judgment.  As  a  sinner,  he  was  unhap- 
py here;  and  as  he  takes  his  sins  and  moral  character  with  hna 
into  the  future  state,  he  is  unhappy  there.  The  only  difference  ia 
his  circumstances  is,  that  in  the  future  world  he  has  passed  tbe 
limits  of  his  probationary  state,  and  having  rejected  the  oflfers  of 
mercy,  there  is  no  hope  in  his  case.  Being  ^*  unholy,**  be  mat 
remain  '^  unholy  still,*'  **  reserved  unto  the  day  of  judgment,  to 
be  Dunished."— (2  Pet.  ii.  9.) 

Nothing  that  we  have  said  upon  this  subjeet,  must  be  conatniad 
into  a  denial  of  the  judgment  of  (^  in  this  world,  .  The  general  fact 
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that  God  rules,  reign?,  and  judges  in  this  world,  is  an  important  item 
in  my  theology.  For  the  most  part,  however,  this  judgment  re- 
lates to  those  affairs  which  belong  wholly  to  this  world  ;  siich  as  hia 
dealings  with  nations,  communilies  and  families — personal  charac- 
ter, reeponsibility  and  destiny,  not  being  immediately  involved. 
We  may  also  admit,  that  the  judgment  of  God  in  this  world  ex- 
tends to  individuals,  so  far  as  to  give  them  a  prelude  of  what  will 
be  their  final  sentence  and  doom,  if  they  appear  before  the  Judge 
ia  the  m')ral  character  which  they  have  acquired  here ;  that  is^, 
the  influence  of  God's  retributive  administration  is  fell  previous 
to  the  arrival  of  the  ^'appointed"  day,  which  shall  measure  out  to 
every  man  a  just  award,  '*  according  to  his  works."  I  trust, 
iiow,  I  have  satisfactorily  removed  the  difiicutly  started  by  Mr. 
Austin,  and  which  seems  to  have  arisen  in  his  own  mind,  out  of 
the  narrow  and  deficient  views  he  takes  of  God  as  a  moral  Gov- 
ernor. 

In  reply  to  my  argument  from  the  couditionality  of  salvation, 
Mr.  Austin  says,  *'  eternal  life  is  something  men  enjoy  in  this 
life."  This  is  true,  though  the  conclusion  he  would  draw  from  it 
is  false.  That  conclusion  is,  that  it  is  confined  to  this  life.  If 
jMr.  AuMlin  intends  to  say  that  eternal  life  is  confined  to  this  world, 
I  wish  him  to  say  so  distinctly,  and  not  talk  any  of  his  non-com- 
mittalism on  this  point.  There  are  two  questions  I  would  be 
'^  pleased  to  have  answered.     1.  In   what  does  eternal  life  differ 

('  from  tinal  holiness  and  happiness  ?     2.  Is  eternal  life  confined  to 

•'  this  world  ?     Please  give  us  a  plain  and  direct  response. 

^.  That  eternal  life  is  enjoyed  by  the  believer  in  this  world,  is 

5'  plain  from  John  xvii.  3. — -'And   this  is  life  eternal,    that  they 

^         might  know  Thee,  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou 
i[  hast  sent.     Also   1   John  v.   11,   12. — ^'And  this  is  the  record, 

'■•         that  God  hath  given   to   us   eternal    life,   and    this  life  is  in  his 
^'  Son.     He  that  halh   the   Son,  hath  life;  and  he  that  hath  not  the 

"^  5ion,  hath  not  life."     But  while  these  passages  prove  eternal  life 

'^  may,   in   its    nature  and  essence,    be  enjoyed  in  this  world,  ihey 

'         also  prove  with  equal  plainness  that  it  is  conditional — *'he  that 
/         hath  not  the  Son,  hath  not  life.*' 

1*  Moreover,  eternal  life  is  not  confined  to  this  world.     Mark  x. 

•i^  30. — Our  Lord  promises  those  who  endure  losses  and  persecu- 
J!^  tions  for  his  sake  in  this  world,  that  they  shall  receive,  ••  in  the 
,^  world  to  come,  eternal  life."  Rom.  vi.  22,  23. — We  are  told,  the 
'^  end  of  a  course  of  Christian  obedience  is  ''everlasting  [oiofiimi,} 
J?  eternal  life."  Now,  I  proved  in  my  former  speech  that  ''eternal 
,y  life,"  *'  everlasting  life,"  "  eternal  salvation"— and  salvation  in  all 
^if  its  aspects  and  relation.?  to  lime  and  eternity,  is  conditional.  The 
.f*'  gentleman  can  no  more  disprove  this,  than  he  can  move  the  earth 
j^  from  its  axis.  And  yet  he  mnst  say  something:  he  therefore 
cavils  and  qnibbles  about  eternal  life  being  enjoyed  in  this  life  ! !  t 
y^         Who  ever  disputed  this .'     Eternal  life  is  enjoyed  in  the  soul,  a»" 
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the  soul  exists  in  tbis  Itfe;  but  does  it  not  also  exist  in  the  fatare 
life  ?  Eternal  life  is  adapted  to  the  spiritual  and  moral  nature  of 
man,  and  this  never  dies.  Beinz  imparted  to  the  belierer  in  ibis 
world,  and  cherished  by  him  until  the  termination  of  life  on  earth, 
it  is  transferred  with  him  to  his  endless  state,  and  ripens  into  the 
full  fruition  of  eternal  glory. 

The  gentleman  has  again  connected  the  subject  of  insanity  with 
this  discussion.  His  ooject  is  to  make  the  religious  views  I  ad- 
vocate responsible  for  all,  or  most  of  the  insanity  which  exists. 
This  is  a  favorite  theme  with  Universalists,  especially  in  their 
harangues  to  those  who  are  uninformed  upon  this  subject.  If 
they  can  make  the  ignorant  believe  that  evangelical  religion  is 
by  far  the  most  fruitful  source  of  insanity,  they  will  succeed 
when  the  force  of  their  arguments  might  not  be  felt.  And  no 
matter  if  it  is  at  the  expense  of  candor  and  fair  dealing ;  the  end 
justifies  the  means.  But  this  is  a  species  of  trickery  and  special 
pleading,  which  is  never  resorted  to  by  candid  men,  in  defence  of 
a  cause  which  may  be  sustained  upon  its  own  merits.  The  een- 
tleman  touches  the  subject  on  this  occasion  with  some  caution. 
He  is  evidently  aware  that  when  the  subject  is  laid  open  in  all 
its  bearings,  there  is  not  much  capital  to  be  made  of  it. 

The  occasions  of  insanity  are  various  as  the  numerous  subjects 
which  claim  the  attention  of  the  mind.  In  most  cases,  the  cause, 
near  or  remote,  is  in  the  constitution,  latent  until  revealed  by 
some  casual  circumstance,  which  imparts  a  sudden  or  unusual 
excitement  to  the  mind.  In  very  many  instances,  the  direct  oo- 
casion  is  known  to  be  a  hereditary  pre-disposition  to  insanity, 
which  is  almost  sure  to  show  itself  at  a  particular  staf  e  of  men- 
tal deveJopment,  under  all  circumstances.  In  general,  any  sub- 
ject which  attracts  attention  and  excites  the  mind  beyond  what  is 
consistent  with  health  of  body  or  mind,  tends  to^destroy  the  bar* 
mony  of  the  mind  and  produce  insanity.  In  some  countries,  cases 
of  insanity  are  much  more  numerous  than  in  others.  Climate, 
diet  and  customs,  become  inducing  causes,  by  the  influence  they 
exert  over  physical  and  mental  developments.  The  exciting 
causes  of  insanity  in  a  great  majority  of  cases,  are  either  of  a 
business  character,  or  arise  from  sudden  and  calamitous  change, 
of  one  kind  or  another,  in  worldly  circumstances  and  prospects. 
Recent  investigations  of  this  subject  in  Paris,  confirm  these  re- 
marks, and  so  does  the  last  report  from  our  own  State  Asylum. 
Out  of  1609  cases,  only  152  are  put  down  as  occasioned  by  "  reli- 
gious anxiety,"  leaving  1557  to  be  referred  to  other  causes.  And 
of  these,  289  are  connected  with  "ill  health;"  and  "perplexity 
of  business,"  "  loss  of  property'*  and  friends,  are  made  responsi- 
ble for  176.  Out  of  50  professional  men  afiected  with  insanity, 
only  8  were  clergymen ;  while  the  other  classes  range  from  12 
to  17 :  and  scholars  alone  are  set  down  at  44.  That  religioHs 
anxiety  does  in  c>ome  cases  lead  to  insanity,  I  have  no  disposi- 
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tion  to  deny ;  but  this  fact  is  no  argument  against  the  eauses  of 
this  anxiety.  To  suppose  it  is,  would  compel  us  to  condemn  all 
mental  discipline,  and  all  business  transactions,  because  the  anx- 
ieties and  perplexities  connected  with  such  pursuits,  are  some* 
times  inducing  causes  of  insanity.  Moreover,  I  wish  you  to  mark 
and  remember,  that  for  every  sin^  case  of  insanity  produced  by 
those  religious  feelings  which  arise  out  of  evangelical  views  of 
Christianity,  we  may  safely  calculate  upon  the  preservation  of 
two  from  that  afQiction,  by  the  salutury  and  conservative  influ- 
ence of  that  same  religion.  By  far  the  greatest  amount  of  insan- 
ity is  amongst  the  irreligious  and  depraved.  In  so  far  as  they 
are  brought  under  the  influence  and  power  of  true  religion,  are 
they  reformed  and  preserved  from  those  habits  of  dissipation,  and 
acts  of  dishonesty  and  wild  speculations  in  business,  which  lead 
to  so  many  catastrophies,  and  become  the  inducing  causes  of  in- 
sanity. This  subject  is  beginning  to  be  understood  by  those  who 
have  charge  of  the  insane,  who  are  recommending  the  exercises 
and  motives  of  religion,  as  a  means  of  restoration.  The  Chris- 
tian religion  is  the  greatest,  the  most  lofty  subject  the  mind  of 
man  can  contemplate.  It  is  founded  on  the  revealed  character  of 
an  infinite  God,  and  is  therefore  adapted  and  intended  to  call  into 
exercise  the  highest  powers  of  the  human  mind.  A  religion  inca- 
pable of  interesting  the  mind,  or  exciting  it  to  an  extent  that 
might,  under  some  circumstances,  induce  insanity,  would,  in  my 
humble  judgment,  be  unworthy  the  attention  of  intelligent  beings. 
Before  i  leave  this  point,  let  me  ask  why  Universalists  become 
insane  and  commit  suicide  ?  Does  this  arise  from  the  doctrine 
t>f  endless  punishment  ?  The  gentleman  will  say  no :  if  Univer- 
salists commit  suicide,  they  must  be  insane.  Well,  allow  it  to  be 
so;  I  claim  the  same  apology  for  all  suicides.  At  least,  I  put  it 
upon  this  ground  :  if  tne^  are  insane,  their  self-murder  cannot  be 
connected  with  the  doctrine  I  advocate }  it  they  are  not  insane, 
they  do  not  believe  the  doctrine  of  endiess  punishment,  because 
the  same  authority  which  teaches  the  doctrine,  also  declares,  *^  no 
murderer  hath  eternal  life  abiding  in  hinu"  The  only  rational 
conclusion  is,  that  if  men  commit  suicide  in  a  sane  state  of  mind, 
they  do  not  believe  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment,  and  are 
therefore  Universalists.  The  g^entleman  is  welcome  to  all  he  can 
gain  by  the  argument,  viewed  in  either  of  its  aspects. 

Mr.  Austin  returns  a^ain  to  the  Paternity  of  God,  resolved,  if 
possible,  to  make  something  out  of  that  subject.  Well,  he  has 
my  consent  to  proceed  to  the  full  extent  of  his  ability.  He  re- 
marks to  the  effect  that  holiness  would  not  be  worth  having,  un- 
less it  were  received  through  a  state  of  discipline  and  trial.  That 
,  a  state  of  trial  is  necessary  to  the  moral  character  and  happiness 
of  man,  is  what  I  have  maintained  during  this  debate ;  and  that 
a  course  of  discipline  is  essential  to  develope,  improve  and  strength- 
en the  mental  and  moral  powers,  may  also  ne  aflkmed.    This 
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would  have  been  ae  true  il  sin  had  nercr  entered  iitia  "wadd  as  it 
is  now.    But  this  trial  and  discipline  can  never  d^nge  the  natnxe 
of  holiness,  or  make  it  more  yalnable  than  it  is :  and  though  these 
0late8  inrolye  a  liability,  yet  neither  imply  the  necgstity  m  a  state 
of  sin  and  misery.    But  Mr.  Austin's  state  of  <fiecipline  and  trial 
is  a  very  di^rent  thing  from  this.     It  has  been  so  fully  unfolded 
during  this  discussion,  that  its  nature  cannot  be  mistaken.     It  is 
a  state  of  ^^  subjection  to  vanity  [by  which  he  means  sin  and  its 
cottsequencesrl  not  willingly,"  that  is,  against  their  will;   or  if 
not  against  their  will,  the  will  is  itself  subjtUed,  coerced^  so  as  to 
harmonize  with  this  state  of  subjection.    Through  this  state  of 
sin  and  misery  into  which  he  has  brought  them  himselfy  God  is 
conducting  the  human  family  to  regions  of  bliss  and  glorvt  to 
which  the  gentleman  would  have  us  believe  they  could  not  hare 
been  elevated  without  this  course  of  discipline.     It  follows,  these 
who  plunge  deepest  in  sin  on  earth,  will  rise  hig^hest  in  bliss  and 
glory  hereafter ;  not  by  the  power  of  redemption,  but  ajll  through 
me  wonder-working  power  of  disciplinary  punishment ! !     I  have 
frequently  laid  open  to  your  view,  the  theological  absurdity  and 
moral  rottenness  of  this  theory,  already.    It  makes  Grod  the  au- 
thor of  sin — makes  sin  necessary  to  holiness — and  robs  the  sin- 
ner of  all  motive  to  repent  and  lead  a  holy  life.     Indeed,  it  p^fs 
apreminm  for  sin,  in  the  increased  holiness  that  shall  lesult  here- 
after.   Here  you  have  Mr.  Austin's  McAadamized  road,  ^*  leading 
through  g^een  meadows  and  aromatic  groves,  and  beside  j^entle 
flowing  streams.    The  sun  always  shines  cheerfully  ujM>n  it,  and 
pleasant  scenes  present  themselves  on  every  hand.    This  is  the 
road  of  righteotisntss  .'»*  that  is,  a  state  of  subjection  to  sin  and 
misery,  is  a  road  of  righteousness! ! ! 

In  answer  to  my  argument  on  the  ^'  common  consent  of  man<« 
kind,''  Mr.  Austin  says,  **  common  opinion  is  not  common  sense.*' 
There  may  be  a  slight  distinction  between  them,  but  they  depend 
on  each  other,  and  cannot  be  separated.  The  common  opinion 
of  men  arises  out  of  the  common  intellect  or  understanding,  as 
exercised  upon  the  subjects  presented  to  the  mind;  and  when 
they  are  not  aided  by  supernatural  light,  the  result  oi  their  men- 
tal process,  must  be  regarded  as  the  common  sense  or  opinion  of 
men,  especially  is  this  the  case  where  the  conclusion  at  which 
they  arrive  is  wiiforfn. 

I  now  take  up  my  friend's  fourUenth  negative  argument,  viz. 
the  Patriarchs  and  Apostles  did  not  recognize  the  doctrine  of  end- 
less punishment  in  their  prayers.    To  this  I  reply, 

1.  There  is  in  their  prayers  no  recognition,  (except  by  impli- 
cation,) of  a  state  of  future  endless  bliss  for  the  righteous.  But 
that  would  be  strange  logic  which  would  infer  from  this,  that 
they  did  not  believe  the  doctrine.     Even  the  prayer  of  Ciirist 
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contains  no  direct  reco^ition  of  a  hearen  of  h\k»,  wluok  is  to  be 
the  final  abode  of  the  Christian. 

2.  There  is  no  avowal  in  their  prayers  which  contradicts  the 
idea  of  the  final  perdition  of  sinners.  Nor  is  there  any  principle 
brought  out,  which  is  inconsistent  with  it. 

3.  Though  the  prayers  of  prophets  and  apostles  contain  no  dec- 
laration of  endless  punishment  in  so  many  words,  yet  the  doctrine 
is  deduced  from  them,  by  fair  and  unavoidable  inference.  They 
prayed  for  the  spread  of  that  gospel  which  they  declared  to  be 
tndispmsabie  to  salvation,  and  for  that  pardon  without  which 
there  can  be  no  peace  and  happiness.  Our  Lord  prayed  for  Peter, 
that  his  faith  mig;bt  not  fail,  and  for  those  who  nad  believed  an 
him,  that  they  might  be  kept,  and  ^^  mieht  be  with  him  to  behold 
his  glory.''  These  prayers  acknowledge  the  condilionality  of 
salvation,  and  the  possibility  and  danger  of  failing  to  enjoy  the 
blemin^s  prayed  for.  Why  should  an  evil  be  prayed  against,  if 
that  evd  cannot  happen  ?  Why  should  a  blesnng  be  prayed  for, 
if  that  blessing  cannot  fail  1 

4.  Finally,  we  have  very  few  specimens  of  the  pravers  of 
Prophets  and  Apostles  on  record,  and  these  were  not  left  us  as 
the  sources  of  iniormation  respecting  the  principles  of  revelation. 
We  are  exhorted  to  search  the  scriptures,  and  they  abound  with 
the  plainest  declarations  of  these  same  Prophets  and  Apostles 

.  concerning  the  point  at  issue  between  us. 

The  gentleman's ^ifeen^A  negative  argument  is,  that  it,  (endless 
punishment,)  consigns  nine  tenths  of  the  human  family  to  endless 
perdition.  This,  were  it  true,  could  not  affect  the  merits  of  this 
question.  The  doctrine  rests  upon  other  ground  than  a  consider- 
ation of  the  numbers  involved  in  the  results  of  a  nnful  career. 
To  make  out  his  case,  Mr.  Austin  proceeds  to  hand  over  to  hope- 
less despair,  all  infants,  all  idiots,  and  all  heathen,  together  with 

•a  great  majority  of  the  Christian  world.  If  we  allow  his  premi- 
ses, he  has  got  his  case.  But  as  usual^  the  gentleman  has  assu- 
med all  the  points  necessary  to  his  conclusion.  As  to  infants, 
their  salvation  is  made  unconditionally  sure  through  the  atone- 
ment of  Christ.  They  are  not  guilty  on  account  of  personal  sin, 
hence  do  not  need  to  repent  and  believe  in  order  to  be  saved.  Our 
Lord  said,  *'  suffer  the  little  children  to  <K>me  unto  me,  and  forbid 
them  not,  for  of  such  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven."  Here,  then,  is  a 
large  portion  of  the  human  family  whose  salvation  in  heaven  is 
unconditionally  made  sure.  In  regard  to  those  bom  idiots,  I  will 
not  insult  the  common  sense  of  this  audience,  by  attempting  a 
formal  reply,  since  no  one  but  Mr.  Austin  ever  thought  of  hold- 
ing them  morally  responsible. 

Nor  do  I  believe  that  the  heathon  will  all  be  lost.  On  the  dec- 
laration of  St.  Peter,  ^*  he  that  feareth  God  and  worketh  righte- 
ousness in  every  nation,  is  accepted  with  him,"  do  I  predicate  my 
belief  of  the  safymtion  of  all  heathen  who  lear  God  and  work 
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ri^hteoUBBeM,  sccordhifi^  to  the  light  and  knowk^  tkey  _ 
of  their  relations  and  obligatione  to  God.     Uoon  this  broad  ground 
of  scripture  and  moral  jastice,  it  is  perfectly  clear  to  my  mind^ 
that  wnen  the  final  results  of  God's  goremment  shall  be  kno'wii, 
it  will  be  found  that  a  great  majority  of  mankind  are  saved, 
through  Christ,  who  is  **  the  true  light  that  lightetb  every  man 
that  Cometh  into  the  world,"  and  the  influence  of  the  "  gospel  of 
reconciliation."    This  is  not  a  view  taken  up  for  the  sake  of  Ar- 
gument ;  it  is  my  settled  conriction,  and  in  this  I  am  not  alone. 
*'It  seems,"  (says  Dr.  Beecher)  **to  be  the  imagination  of  some,  that 
the  kingdom  of  darkness  will  be  as  populous  and  vast  as  the 
kingdom  of  light :  and  that  happiness  and  misery  of  equal  dimen- 
sions, will  expand,  side  by  side,  to  all  eternity.    But  blessed  be 
God,  it  is  a  mere  imagination,  totally  unsupported  by  reason  or 
revelation.     Who  ever  heard  of  a  prison  that  occupied  one  haJf 
of  the  territories  of  a  kingdom  ?    However  vast  the  kingdom  of 
darkness  may  be,  in  itself  considered,  it  is  certainly  nothing  but 
the  prison  of  the  universe,  and  small  compared  with  the  realms 
of  light  and  glory.    The  misery  of  that  unholy  community,  whose 
exile  from  heaven  is  as  voluntary  as  it  is  just,  when  the  eye  is 
fixed  upon  that  alone,  fills  the  soul  with  trembling  :  but  when, 
from  this  dreadful  exhibition  of  sin,  and  display  of  justice,  vre  raise 
the  adoring  eye  to  Grod,  reigning  throughout  his  boundless  domin- 
ions, rejoiciuj^  in  their  joy,  the  world  of  misery  shrinks  to  a  point, 
and  the  wailings  of  the  damned  die  away  and  are  lost  in  the  song 
of  praise." — (Beeoher's  sernK>ns  ) 

My  friend's  sixteenth  negative  argument  is  that  on  my  prin- 
ciples, moral  men  are  sent  to  hell.  But  what  .does  Mr.  Austin 
mean  by  moral  men  1  Whose  standard  of  morality  does  he  adopt  t 
There  are  various  standards,  some  of  which  leave  God  whoUy  out 
of  the  question,  and  others  hold  his  existence  and  relations  to 
men,  by  a  slight  and  uncertain  tenure.  And  yet  many  who  have 
imbibed  such  sentiments  are  moral  mien  :  that  is,  n^oial  in  a  gen- 
eral ahd  worldly  sense.  They  are  in  most  respects  good  citizens, 
pay  their  honest  debts,  and  sometimes  are  kind  to  the  poor.  They 
may  not,  by  their  acts,  outrage  the  moral  sense  of  community,  or 
violate  the  conventional  rules  of  society.  In  this  sense,  Abaer 
Kneeland  may  have  been  a  moral  man,  and  many  other  atheists 
and  infidels.  If  this  is  what  the  gentleman  means  by  morality, 
I  will  not  deny  that  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend  will  eulude 
them  from  the  ^kingdom  of  grace  and  glory.  There  is  another 
class  of  moralists  who  reject  and  despise  the  gospel.  Their  roc- 
rality  is  the  result  of  an  eflbrt  to  convince  the  world  that  the  gos- 
pel is  not  necessary.  The  pains  they  take  to  maintain  a  fair  ex- 
terwr,  is  prompted  by  their  contempt  of  God's  method  of  saving 
sinners.  They  say  to  the  world,  **  look  on  us  and  see  how  cor- 
rectly we  live  without  being  indebted  to  the  gospel  at  all,  and  be 
convinced  that  the  agencies  and  apptiances  of  Chmtiwuty  art 
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vrholly  unnecessary.'^  Is  this  the  morality  to  which  th«  gentle- 
man refers?  If  so,  I  will  admit  the  system  I  advocate  does  not 
secure  the  salvation  of  such  moralists.  The  only  true  morality, 
is  that  which  is  based  on  Christian  principles,  and  maintained  by 
the  motives,  faith,  and  influence  of  the  gospel.  It  is  a  morality 
'which  renders  to  "  God  the  things  which  are  God's,  as  well  as  to 
Caesar,  the  things  which  are  Cfiesar's.*'  And  I  deny  that  such  are 
excluded,  on  my  principles,  from  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 

The  gentleman  names  a  number  of  statesmen,  who  he  suppo- 
ses must  be  lost,  if  my  doctrine  be  true.  But  to  make  out  his 
case,  he  is  obliged  to  assume  that  these  distinguised  statesmen 
lived  and  died  in  a  state  of  sin  and  moral  corruption.  This  is  a 
responsibility  I  am  not  prepared  to  take.  Mr.  Austin  can  do  so, 
if  he  chooses.  But  let  us  suppose  the  men  to  whom  he  refers,  do 
spend  their  lives  in  sin  and  rebellion  a^inst  God ;  while  they 
show  themselves  well  skilled  in  the  science  of  human  govern- 
ment, they  refuse  to  acknowledge  in  any  proper  way,  the  lawful 
claims  of  the  divine  government :  and  suppose  them  to  die  in  this 
state  of  moral  alienation  from  God,  and  as  a  result,  they  are  ex- 
cluded from  the  blessings  of  God's  spiritual  kingdom.  Can  this 
be  made  the  ground  of  a  charge  against  God,  or  his  plan  of  sal- 
vation'? Do  not  these  same  men  advocate  the  right  of  govern- 
ment to  banish  rebellious  subjects'?  If  it  is  wrong  to  shut  them 
out  of  heaven  in  another  world,  then  it  was  wrong  to  have  shut 
them  t)ut  (as  they  were)  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  on  earth.  If  it 
is  wrong  to  punish  such  men  because  they  are  statesmen,  the 
charge  of  injustice  stands  with  as  much  force  against  limited,  as 
endless  punishment. 

I  beg  leave  to  remind  the  gentleman  of  a  fact  that  he  seems  to 
have  entirely  overlooked  in  these  negative  arguments,  viz  :  "that 
God  is  no  respecter  of  persons."  In  his  eye,  a  statesman  is  no 
more  than  any  other  man.  "  The  wisdom  of  this  world  is  fool- 
ishness with  God." — (Paul.)  Indeed,  if  in  the  catalogue  of  wick- 
ed men,  there  is  one  more  blame-worthy  than  another,  it  is  be 
to  whom  God  has  given  giant  intellect,  but  who,  instead  of  ma- 
king suitable  acknowledgments  to  God,  in  faith  and  humble  ado- 
ration, maintains  a 

"pcrpclual  strufgle,  night  and  dajr, 

To  proye  he  it  his  own  proprietor 

And  independent  of  his  God,  that  what 

He  ha«  might  be  eate«med  hia  own,  and  praised 

Aaaucb. 

And  in  tha  madneu  of  his  pride,  he  bid» 
nia  godfartwell^  and  tum»  meay  to  be 
A  god  Atinac//' .---{Pollock.) 

Another  negative  argument  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  my  view 
makes  religion  a  matter  of  mere  selfishness  and  calculation.  If, 
by  selfishness,  he  means  to  say,  orthodox  Christians  only  serve 
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God  01^  of  lear  of  endlesi  ptinMhineiit— that  this  is  the  foonda* 

tion  on  which  they  build  a  Christian  character,  he  has  eotireiy 
misapprehended  the  basis  of  true  religion.  Fear  of  ponishmejit, 
or  fear  of  hell,  may  act  as  a  mptiv^e  to  deter  from  sin,  hut  it  can 
never  constitute  a  foundation  of  Christian  character.  No  such  el- 
ement of  Christian  character  is  recognized  by  any  class  of  evaa- 
gelical  Christians.  There  is  a  kind  of  fear,  denominated  filial, 
which  is  an  essential  element  of  true  relijgion.  In  this  sense  we 
are  told  the  ^'  fear  of  the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom,**  and 
are  exhorted  to  "  fear  God  and  keep  his  commandments.^'  This 
fear  embraces  supreme  love  to  God,  hence,  is  not  a  mere  matter  of 
selfishness.  If  my  friend  refers  to  this,  I  do  not  dispute  the  point, 
but  claim  the  argument  to  support  my  cause. 

As  to  religion  being  a  matter  of  calculation,  if  the  gentlemaa 
means  to  say  Christians  calculate  to  serve  God  and  secure  end- 
less happiness,  \  do  not  object.  This  has  always  been  a  charac- 
teristic of  true  Christians.  Moses  "•  chose  rather  to  suffer  a0ic- 
tion  with  the  people  of  God,  than  enjoy  the  pleasures  of  sin  for 
a  season,  because  he  had  respect  unto  the  recompense  of  the  re- 
ward.^^  Abraham  "  looked  for  a  city  which  hath  foundations, 
whose  builder  and  maker  is  God.^^  Even  Christ  is  said  to  have 
**  endured  the  cross,  despising  the  shame,  for  the  joy  that  was  set 
before  him." — (Heb.  xi.  10 :  xii.  2.)  If  religious  caulculatioa  is  to 
be  made  an  objection,  we  are  glad  to  be  found  in  good  company. 
I  suppose  when  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  came  to  our  world,  it  was 
his  calculation  to  redeem  it,  to  proclaim  his  gospel,  and  ^  the 
terras  of  reconciliation.  And  when  he  said.  '^  he  that  believeth, 
shall  be  saved,  and  he  that  believeth  not,  shall  be  damned,*^  he 
meant  just  what  he  said,  and  calculated  to  carry  out  these  decla- 
rations to  the  very  letter.  So  far  from  objecting  to  religious  cal- 
culation, I  take  it  upon  me  to  say,  that  he  who  does  not  calcu- 
late to  be  a  Christian,  cannot  be  saved,  so  long  as  that  state  of 
mind  continues.  From  the  fact- that  the  gentleman  urges  this  ob- 
jection to  my  theory,  I  conclude  Universalists  do  not  calculate  to 
*^  fear  God  and  keep  his  commandments."  And  I  heie  solenmly 
and  emphatically  charge  it  against  Universalism,  as  a  proof  of 
its  anti-christian  and  soul-destroying  character,  that  it  annihilates 
that  Christian  calculation,  and  religious  purpose,  which  is  essen- 
tial to  vita]  piety,  and  it  furnishes  no  motives  arising  out  of  its 
own  sanctions,  which  can  counteract  the  natural  carelessness 
and  recklessness  of  depraved  men,  respecting  the  rewards  of  vir- 
tue, and  the  final  consequences  of  sin. 

Mr.  Austin  thinks  Newton  conld  not  have  been  a  Calvinist,  be- 
cause he  was  a  Unitarian.    Are  not  some  Unitarians  Calvinists  I 

Mr.  Austin. — No. 

Ma.  Holmes. — ^This  may  be  so.    I  am  not  sufficiently  acquain- 
ted with  Unitarians  to  justily  a  contrary  assertion.     Nor  is  it 
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materia),  Binco  the  eham  of  Umtarianism  is  aft  -vntotodtd  ac 
that  of  Universal  ism.  Dr.  Brewster  has  proved  him  orthodox  ia. 
his  views,  and  humble  and  sincere  in  his  religious  character. 

As  this  subject  is  up  again,  I  may  as  well  finish  what  I  have 
to  say  on  Mr.  Austin's  list  of  Universalists,  in  connection  with 
his  argument  on  ancient  Universalism.  This  I  should  have  doae 
before,  had  not  my  time  expired  too  soon. 

I  said  in  one  of  my  speeches — "  not  the  slightest  evidence  can 
be  found  of  any  such  system  of  doctrine  as  that  advocated  by 
Mr.  Austin,*'  »' during  1700  years."  Mr.  Austin,  remarking  upon 
it,  leaves  out  the  qualifying  words — "  as  that  advocated  by  Mr. 
Auxtinf**  and  then  charges  me  with  deplorable  ignorance  of  eccle* 
Biastical  historjr  for  making  the  assertion.  I  will  not  remark  upon 
the  argumentative  honesty  displayed  in  changing  the  sense  of  a 
passage  in  order  to  obtain  a  pretence  for  charging  an  opponent, 
with  Ignorance.  Such  a  course  may  serve  the  cause  of  univer- 
salism,  but  any  other,  it  could  not  serve.  But  as  to  the  declara- 
tion 7  madci  1  nere  distinctly  repeat  if,  and  challenge  thegentlemaa 
to  show  any  proof  to  the  contrary.  I  further  state,  if  he  will 
present  adequate  proof  that  any  such  system  of  doctrine  as  that 
adtfocated  by  him,  was  taught  or  believed  by  any  respectable  wri* 
ter,  or  by  any  sect,  previous  to  the  reformation  b^  Luther,  I  will 
acknowJcdge  deplorable  ignorance  of  ecclesiastical  historyt  aft 
publicly  as  I  now  make  this  statement.  I  did  not  deny  that  the 
Gnostics  and  some  others  taught  that  sinners  mieht  escape  from 
the  torments  of  hell,  or  that  the  "  Sybilline  oracles**  are  claimed 
by  Universal ists  as  supporting  their  cause.  Mr.  Austin  says 
these  "  oracles*^  were  written  A.  D.  150,  "  by  certain  Christians,  to 
convince  ih^  heathen  of  the  truth  of  Christianity."  This  is  not 
true.  They  were  not  written  by  Christians.  Mr.  Austin  has  been 
lei  into  this  error  by  following  the  " ancient  history  of  Univer- 
valism."  from  which  he  has  extracted  the  most  of  his  argument 
on  this  point.  These  ^*  oracles*'  were  a  collection  of  heathen 
prophecies  which  existed  long  before  the  coming  of  Christ,  and 
the  o;ily  reason  why  they  were  noticed  at  all  by  Christians,  was 
because  they  were  supposed  to  contain  pr&lictions  of  the  coming 
of  Christ.  If,  therefore,  they  containel  explicit  information  of  the 
restoration  of  sinners  from  the  torments  ot  hell,  (which  is  by  no 
means  clear,)  there  is  no  proof  that  any  Christian  believed  these 
representations,  since  the  only  object  they  had  in  view  in  giving 
the  heathen  a  reprint,  was  to  convince  them  out  of  their  own  froph- 
iciesj  that  Christ  was  the  true  Messiah.  Not  onl^  did  the  Christians 
not  write  them,  but  Origen  defends  them  against  the  charge  of 
having  corrupted  them,  to  serve  their  purpose.  Bishop  Horslcy  . 
remarks  of  these  <*  oracles  "  as  follows  :—'*  About  a  century  before 
Chrisrs  birth,  the  book  of  the  Cumaean  Sibyl  was  destroyed  by  a 
fire  which  broke  out  in  the  capital  and  consumed  the  temple  where 
those  writings  were  deposited.  The  Roman  Senate  thought  it  of 
28 
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«o  mncli  impoTtwice  to  repair  the  low,  Aat  they  sent  peraons  to 
ttake  a  new  collection  of  the  *  Sybilline  oracles*  indifierent  parts 
of  Asia,  ♦  *  *  for  in  all  these  partSi  copies,  or  at  least  fra^ 
ments  of  these  prophecies,  were  supposed  to  be  preserred.  Th« 
depntiea,  after  some  time,  returned  with  a  thousand  verseA,  mon 
or  less,  from  which  collections  were  made"  and  deposited,  to  sxip- 
tply  the  place  of  the  original.  He  further  informs  us  that  these 
••oracles"  existed  in  the  days  of  JulinsOeear,  and  their  aotbontr 
was  claimed  by  him  as  establishing  his  right  to  the  supreiaacyof 
the  empire. — (Horsley's  nine  Sermons.) 

From  rtu's  it  follows,  1.  These  oracles  were  of  heathen  origin. 
containinj^  some  obscure  prophecies  concerning  the  restoration  of 
the  •*  OMen  -4ge,"  which  some  of  the  ancient  Christians  sapposei 
to  bs  predictions  of  the  advent  of  Christ.  2.  These  ChristxaBS 
took  advantage  of  the  existence  of  these  oracles,  known  to  be  re* 
garded  as  sacrti  by  the  heathen,  to  aid  in  convincing  them  that 
Christ  was  the  Savior  of  the  world.  %.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
any  ancient  Christian  wrote,  believed,  or  in  any  way  became  re- 
sponsible for  the  particular  theological  tenets  inculcated  in  these 
books ;  hence,  in  quoting  these  oracles  as  proof  that  the  Chri^ian 
Church  of  that  day  rejected  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment 
Universalism  gives  another  proof  of  the  frailty  and  insecurity  of 
its  foundation.  4.  Should  we  allow  Mr.  Austin  all  he  contewis 
f6r  on  this  point,  the  same  authority  which  he  quotes  toestabltsfa 
the  existence  at  that  time,  of  the  doctrine  of  restoratjonism,  akso 
proves  that  Christians  of  thiit  day  believed  there  is  a  future  heli — 
that  it  is  endless^  and  that  sinners  will  be  tormented  there^ 

Mr.  Austin  claims  Germany  for  Universalism.  That  the  Ger* 
man  rationalists  (a  species  cf  infidels)  believe  it  in  some  of  kn 
forms,  is  probably  true,  and  my  friend  is  welcome  to  all  the  credit 
his  theory  can  gain  from  that  source.  It  is  also  possible  there  is 
here  and  there  one  of  the  evangelical  school  who  may  partially 
yield  to  the  ske^cal  pressure  from  without,  and  be  indenmte  in 
his  views  on  this  point.  Let  it  be  remembered,  that  Germany 
has  been  over-run  with  rationalism,  for  a  century  or  more,  and  is 
b^ut  just  beginning  to  recover.  Some  clergymen  who  are  denom- 
inated evangelical,  mix  much  **vain  philosophy"  with  their 
teachings,  and  in  fact  occupy  a  middle  pomt  between  rationalism 
and  evangelical  religion.  In  regard  to  Tholuck,  I  shall  beKcve 
his  own  published  declarations,  m  preference  to  any  hearsay  tes- 
timony that  the  gentleman  can  adduce.  I  have  before  roe  his 
own  UHimony,  that  he  believes  the  doctrine  of  the  trinifif—^^preme 
divinity  of  Christ — vicarious  atonement — salvation  iy/ofrt— a 
future  and  general  judgment,  and  the  punishment  of  the  wicked 
i^ih*equei\t  to  the  decisions  of  thnt  day.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
Tholuck  would  regard  American  Universalism  with  no  more  fa- 
vor than  he  does  German  rationalism. 

Mr.  Austin  mentions  *»  Rev.  John  Foster  "  as  a  Univ^rvdist, 
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eiih  l&tk  "  dfleof  fhe  emiAeiit  tbeologians  of  GineaC  ftrifiAn,"  «ii4 
goes  into  extatic  rapttrres.  It  is  not  trae  that  he  'WM  "  an  emU 
nent  theologian  ;"*  he  never  ^stSngiiiBhed  himself  in  this  depart* 
ment,  and  wai9  far  from  being  nopalar  as  a  preacher.  He  was 
ehieflf  admired  for  his  style  and  talent  as  a  writer  on  general  sub- 
jects. 

In  regard  to  Origen,  in  addition  to  what  we  have  said  elsewbeve, 
"we  pre  the  following  extracts  from  standard  authors.  Dr.  Mo- 
sheim  8a3r8 :  The  Christian  doctors  of  the  third  century  applied 
Ihemselires  to  the  study  of  letters  and  philosophy,  soon  aban- 
doned the  fre<^uented  paths,  and  struck  om  into  the  deviauf  wikb 
offaneji.  Ongen  was  at  the  head  of  fA«r  speculntive  tribe.**  He 
tells  us,  Origen  adopted  as  his  rule — '^  the  scriptures  are  of  tittle 
ttse  to  those  who  understand  them  as  they  art  written.^*  Again. 
'*  He  could  not  find  in  the  Bible  the  opinions  he  had  adopted,  as 
long  as  he  interpreted  that  sacred  book  according  to  its  literal 
sense.  But  Plato,  Aristotle,  Zeno,  and  indeed  the  whole  philoso- 
phic tribe,  could  not  fail  to  obtain  for  their  sentiments  a  place  in 
the  gospel,  when  it  was  interpreted*  bf  the  wanton  inventions  of 
fancy.  Hence,  M  who  desirea  to  model  Christianity  according  to 
^it  fancy,  or  their  favorite  system  of  phildsopkUj  embraced  Origen's 
method  of  interpretation.'*  (Vol.  1.  p.  214.  Note  p.  218.)  Dr. 
Milner  says,  in  the  hands  of  Origen  the  pure  gospel  suffered  much 
by  an  admixture  of  Gentilism.   (History  of  the  church,  vol.  p.  243.) 

Dr.  Hawies  remarks — »*  Indeed  even  then,  (during  his  life  time) 
many  of  sounder  principles  disputed  his  (Origcn's)  Platonic  dog- 
mas as  heretical :  and  his  own  diocesan  of  Alexandria,  in  two  coun« 
Cils,  deposed  and  degraded  him  from  the  priesthood  fM*  false  doc- 
trines.*'—i  Church  History  vol.  1,  pp.  229-2S0.  Such  is  the  char- 
acter of  the  man  whom  Mr.  Austin  and  his  brethren  generally 
^et  up  as  the  champion  of  Universal ists  in  the  third  century.  In 
what  sense  he  was  a  Universalist  I  have  shown  elsewhere.  * 

Mr.  Austin  says,  there  are  many  in  orthodox  Churches  who 
secretly  embrace  Universalism.  I  will  not  dispute  this.  There 
IS  much  secret  infidelity  in  the  land,  and  it  would  not  be  strange 
should  there  be  some  secret  UniVersalism.  Ifideed,  we  have  proof 
of  this.  The  secret  often  comes  out.  A  numerous  class  of  those 
expelled  from  orthodox  Churches,  governed  by  their  elective  affin- 
ities, find  fraternal  relations  in  the  Universalist  order.  Giving 
ieit  the  same  time  evidence  of  their  secret  Universalism,  and  an 
explanation  of  their  Christian  irregulari^. 

Mr.  Austin  claims  Moshiemf  as  a  Universalist ;  also.  Dr.  Bur- 
bet,  Bishop  Knewton,  Bishop  Tillottson,  Or,  S.  Clark,  Dr.  Young, 
&c.    The  bare  mention  of  some  of  these  namea  in  such  a  connec* 

*  Mr.  Austin  hftt  \Ui  Uii*  nun*,  ai  well  n  thsl  of  Ih-«  Thonuu  Dfek,  oot  of  th« 
pvintwl  lf©ry* 
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tioAi  is  ft  sttftciaBt  refnUitioB*  For  th*  wmaiader,  at  the  |_ 
nan  has  not  giren  the  first  particle  of  teetlmonv  to  support  his 
dedamtioB,  a  simple  denial  of  thecorectnesa  of  his  statement  will 
be  sufficient  for  the  present. 

The  gentleman  still  farther  contends  for  the'^BasDlidians,^  and 
"Carpocratians^'  as  ancient  Universalists.    These  sects   vera 
bamches  of  the  GnostieSf  whose  eorrapt  and  hlasphemoos  char- 
acter I  hare  already  described.    In  r^rd  to  the  sects  aasied 
aboTe,  let  us  hear  Moshien.    After  giring  any  thing  hut  a  Cat- 
ering account  of  **  Basillides,''  he  remarks,  **  it  is  certain  that  he 
wasur  surpassed  in  impiety  by  '^ Carpocrates,^*  who  carried  the 
Gnostic  blasphemies  to  a  more*  enormous  d^ree  of  extrar^^aiice 
than  they  had  ever  been  brought  by  any  of  that  sect."     ♦     ♦    ♦ 
**  He  maintained  the  ettrnky  ofcorrMpt  moitn-^  and  the  creatioo 
of  the  world  from  it  hy  an^icpowtrs,^^    «    «    «    «>But  besides 
these,  he  prepogated  sentunents  and  maxims  of  a  horrid  kind. 
He  asserted  that  Jesus  was  bom  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  according 
to  the  ordinary  course  of  nature.'*    •    •    •    •    *^  His  doctrine, 
also,  with  respect  to  practice,  was  licentious  in  the  highest  degree 
For  he  not  only  allowed  his  disciples  full  liberty  to  sto,  but  re* 
commended  to  tbem  a  Ticioos  course  of  life  as  a  matter,  both  of 
obligation    and  necessity:  asserting  tbat  eternal  salvation  was 
only  attainable  by  those  who  had  committed  all  (orts  ol  cfimea» 
and  daringly  filled'up  the  cup  of  their  iniquity." — (Church  Histoi^ 
p.  74.)    r  miffht  quote  much  more  to  the  same  effect^  but  thia 
IS  enough  in  all  conscience.     Such  are  the  characters  with  which 
Mr.  Austin  claims  affinity,  and  on  whose  doctrines  he  builda  his 
argument  for  the  antiquity  of  Universalism.    I  am  willing  to  aJ* 
low  there  is  a  remarkable  similarity  ^tween  these  views,  and 
some  points  in  the  theory  he  has  advocated  during  this  discoeaion. 
and  I  nope  the  audience  will  give  him  the  full  b^efit  of  the  rela- 
tionship. 

I  have  now  finished  what  I  have  to  say  on  my  friend^s  ^  an* 
cient  Universalism,"  and  the  unfounded  claims  he  has  made  to 
the  suffrages  of  great  men,  unless  he  shall  call  my  attention  to  it 
again.  And  let  me  here  ask,  "  what  dirpendence  can  we  place 
upon  the  statements  of  a  controversialist,"  who  eo  far  presumes 
upon  the  ignorance  of  community,  as  to  use  such  arguments,  and 
*^  deliberately  make  such  assertions." 

Allow  the  eentleman  his  ctm  premisa,  undisputed,  and  the  cob- 
elusion  must  be,  that  the  present  form  of  Universali§m  isthe"/cs* 
$il  rtmaivB"  of  that  ancient  system  of  the  Gngstics,  which  repre- 
sfnted  Jehoveh  an  opoffafe .-— dug  up,  white- washed,  wired  to- 
eeiher,  and  wrouglit  into  a  skeleton,  by  the  anatomical  skill  of 
Sallou  and  bis  coadjutors;  and  being  labeled  here  and  there  with 
scripture  names  and  phrases,  it  is  exhibited  in  the  Universalist 
pulpits  of  the  land,  to^delude  the  ignorant,  and  gratify  thedepraved» 
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«s  a  son  of  stibstitate  for  the  boot,  90ul,  aho  DnrtNmr  or  k 

GCMnNR   OOSPSL. 

My  sixteetUh  Argument  is  founded  on 

THE  BIBL6  VIEW  OF  THE  TUSflkL  CONDITION  OF  THE  SINNER. 

We  here  atreadpr  feen  that  eternal  life  is  eondittonaU  and  that 
the  Bible  places  the  sinner  in  direct  contrast  to  the  righteous,  m 
this  life^in  d$cUh^in  the  ttswrrecthn  —and  in  ths  day  of  judgment. 
We  now  proceed  to  show  what  the  same  unerring  authority  sayt 
odiiBfifuU  condition, 

t.  And  first  it  d«^;tar89,  the  unrighteous,  or  sinner,  shall  not  see 
— shall  not  enter  into-^hath  no  inheritance  in — and  ihall  not  in- 
kerk,  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  the  kingdom  of  God,  or  o(  Christ. 
The  following  passages  will  justify  this  conclusion. 

John  iii.  3. — *'  Except  a  man  bo  born  again,  he  cannot  see  the 
kingdom  of  God."^  Verse  5lh,  it  is  said*  he  "  cannot  enter  into 
the  kingdom  of  God.**  That  this  refers  to  the  kingdom  of  heaven 
in  a  future  state,  is  evident  from  the  12th  and  ]3tn  verses,  where 
our  Lord  tells  Nieodemus  that  he  is  not  speaking  of  earthly  things, 
(only  in  the  use  of  metaphors  drawn  from  earth,)  but  of  heavenly 
thincs,  as  distinguished  from  earth. 

Matt.  y.  20. — "  For  I  say  unto  you,  that  except  your  right- 
eousness shall  exceed  the  righteousness  of  the  Scribes  and  Phar- 
isees, you  shall  tii  no  case  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven." 
That  this  refers  to  heaven  and  glory  hereafter,  is  evident  from 
the  preceding  passage,  in  which  the  kingdom  of  heaven  on  earth 
is  spoken  of,  and  certain  characters  in  thia  kingdom  are  said  to 
break  the  conunandments  of  God,  '*  and  teach  men  so.**  But  the 
kingdom  described  in  the  passage  quoted  above,  excludes  all  soch 
•—they  shall  not  enter  into  it ;  hence,  this  must  be  the  kingdom  of 
glory  in  the  future  state. 

Matt.  vii.  21. — •*  Not  every  one  that  saith  unto  me,  Ix)rd,  Lord, 
shall  enter  into  the  kingdon  of  heaven,  but  he  that  doeth  the  will 
oi  my  Father  which  is  in  heaven. *'  The  heaven  here  spoken  of 
must  be  in  the  future  world — it  is  the  same  in  which  God  the 
Father  exists,  as  the  centre  of  heavenly  felicity:  into  this  heaven 
none  shall  enter,  save  those  who  "  do  the  will  of  my  Father, 
which  is  in  heaven:*  This  is  still  farther  apparent  from  the  fol- 
lowing verses.  ^*  Many  will  say  unto  me  in  that  day.  [the  day 
of  judgment,]  Lord,  Lord,  have  we  not  prophesied  in  tny  name  ? 
£in  the  kingdom  of  God  on  earth,]  and  in  thy  name  cast  out  devils  ? 
and  in  thy  name  done  many  wonderful  works  ?  And  then  will  I 
profess  unto  them,  I  never  knew  you  [as  genuine  Christians :} 
depart  from  me,  ye  that  work  iniquity."  The  remaining  vetses  of 
the  chapter  declare,  in  fearful  language,  the  consequences  of  dis- 
obepng  the  words  of  Christ. 

1  Cor.  vi.  9.—**  Know  ye  not  that  the  unrtghteons  shall  not 
ink$rit  the  kingdom  of  God  ?    Be  not  decteved  i  neither  fomica- 
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tor%  nor  idobteis,  nor  adnltextn^  nor  «flemin«le,  oor  aBoacts  ti 
themselves  with  mankind,  nor  tbieyes,  nor  coyetoos^  nor  drank- 
ards,  nor  reyilers,  nor  tx|ortioBaiaa  akoli  inharil  ik€  kingdom  of 

Eph.  y.  5.  *^  No  whoremonger,  nor  nnelean  person,  nor  coyetoaa 
nan,  who  is  an  idolalar,  bath  any  inheiitaAce  Im  tk»  kimgAom  oi 
God  and  of  Chriat" 

Here  it  is  expreaal^  stated,  that  the  cbaracteia  aboye  deocfibed 
shall  not  see  the  kmgdom  of  God,  and  diail  itot  eater  into  it. 
Moreoyer,  they  $haU  not  inherit  it ;  and  finally,  they  have  up  m> 
ktritMiue  then.  The  term  inherit,  ia  this  cpnneetioo,  has  MaaUer 
force.  Christians  are  said  to  be  **  ieirs,  according  to  the  hc»pe  ol 
eternal  life.**  Rom.  yiii.  17. — If  c^i/drm,  thea  ktirt;  iMirs  of 
God,  and  joint  heira  with  Christ,  if  so  be  jihat  we  aai^r  witk  hiai» 
that  we  may  be  also  glorified  together ."  1  Pet.  i.  3, 4. — **  God 
hath  begotten  us  to  a  lively  hope,  *  *  *  *  lo  en  ialMTi* 
tance  incorruptible,  undefikd,  and  that  ladeth  not  away,  rsaraid 
in  heaven  for  yo«  who  are  kept  by  the  power  of  God  th«>ee(gh 
faith  unto  salyation,  ready  to  be  revealed  jn  the  last  time.* 

Here  we  see  that  Christians  alone  inherit  the  kingdom  of  hearea 
and  glory,  and  that  their  inheritance  arises  oat  of  their  adepUoa — 
«'if  children,  then  heirs  :*'-^nd  also  that  it  is  an  inheritaaee 
not  belonging  to  thie  life.  If  they  are  adopted  childieo  of  God, 
they  are  alreadjr  in  the  kinadom  of  God  on  earth ;  but  the  inher- 
itance of  the  Christian  is  said  to  be  **  rturved  in  heaven  for  those 
who  are  kept  by  the  power  of  God,  through  faith  onto  salvation.* 
Thus  again,  we  have  the  Christian  and  sinner  placed  in  direct 
contrast,  in  r^ard  to  Xh9  final  possession  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 
That  which  the  Christian  inherits,  it  ia  expressly  stated,  ia  no  ia« 
heritanoe  to  the  sinner,  and  that  he  AaU  not  inherit  it  How, 
then,  let  me  ask,  can  the  characters  above  described  be  finally  holy 
and  happy  ?  Thousands  live  and  die  in  the  fuU  indulgence  of  all 
these  abominatioos.  They  do  not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God 
on  earth,  in  any  sense ;  how,  then,  can  they  be  holy  and  happy  I 
Can  they  become  holy  and  happy  without  so  much  as  seeing  the 
kingdom  of  God,  or  entering  into  it  i  Tell  me,  is  the  infloenee  of 
Chnst*s  kingdom  essential  to  holiness  and  happiness  ?  Can  men 
be  saved  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  without  any  inheritance 
there  ?  and  without  being  allowed  to  inherit  it? 

But  Mr.  Austin  may  eav,  the  above  passages  are  only  inieiided 
to  tcoclk  that  sinners  shall  not  enter  the  gospel  kingdom  on  eerth. 
Answer.  This  would  be  a  direct  contnulictioo  of  Christ,  who, 
speaking  of  the  go»pel  kingdom  on  earthy  says — **  the  kingdom  of 
heaven  is  like  unto  a  net  tnat  was  cast  into  the  sea,  and  gathered 
of  every  kind  ;  which,  when  it  was  full,  they  drew  to  shore,  and 
sat  down,  and  gathered  the  good  into  vessels,  but  caM  the  bad 
away.  The  gospel  net,  in  the  gospel  kingdom  on  earth,  gathers 
of  every  kind  ;  men  ^nnotdiscdminate  between  the  had  and  good  ^ 
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both  cbAses  often  have  a  place  together.    But  &e  day  of  Knttin^r 

is  approaching,  when  the  net  will  be  drawn  to  shore,  and  we  shall 
•♦  discern  between  the  righteous  and  the  wicked,  between  him 
that  serveth  God,  and  him  that  serreth  him  not.**  Hence,  o«r 
Lord  adds,  *'  so  shall  it  be  at  the  end  of  the  world ;  the  angels 
shall  come  forth,  and  sever  the  wicked  from  among  the  just,  and 
shall  cast  them  into  the  furnace  of  fire ;  there  shall  be  waiting  and 
gnashing  of  teeth."  Here  we  have  a  description  of  the  practical 
workings  of  the  gospel  kingdom  on  earth—of  its  termination — and 
of  the  treatment  which  those  gathered  by  the  gospel  net  shall  re< 
cieve,  acpcording  to  their  moral  character — when  the  bad^  the  un« 
righteous,  shall  be  excluded — and  the  good^  the  righteous,  shall 
innerit  the  kingdom  of  eternal  ^lory,  **  prepared  for  Btem  from  the 
foundation  of  the  world." — (Matt.  xxv.  34.)  Into  this  kingdom, 
the  ungodly  not  only  shall  not  enter,  but  they  "  shall  not  inherit" 
it,  and  have  "  no  inheritance"  there.  But,  says  Universallsm,  the 
term  kingdom  refers  to  the  reiern  of  Christ  on  earth,  and  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  final  salvation  of  men.  This  sentiment  I 
have  found  in  nearly  every  Universalist  book  I  have  read.  That 
Christ  has  establisned  a  spiritual  reign  on  earth,  in  the  hearts  of 
all  true  t>eUevers,  and.  that  the  Gospel  dispensation  is  sometimen 
called  the  "  kingdom  of  God" — "  the  kingdom  of  heaven,"  I  freely 
admit.  The  kin^om  of  God  is  set  up  on  earth,  as  the  incipient 
state  of  that  spiritual  reign,  which  is  to  have  no  end  with  respect 
to  those  who  yield  to  its  moral  sway,  and  are  transferred  to  the 
heavenly  state ;  bat  that  this  language  is  never  applied  to  the  fu- 
ture heavenly  state,  is  most  palpably  false  and  absurd.  Whether 
Mr.  Austin  will  take  this  ground,  I  know  not;  but  if  he  does,  I 
wish  him  to  give  special  attention  to  the  following  considerations. 

1.  If  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  or  of  God,  or  of  Christ,  be  carh' 
fine  I  to  this  world — then  St.  Paul  was  mistaken  when  he  said, 
**fiesh  and  blood  cannot  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God." 

2.  If  it  be  confined  to  this  life,  then,  as  our  Lord  says  it  cod- 
8i3t8  of  "  righteousness,  peace,  and  joy  in  the  Holy  Ghost,"  it 
follows,  that  these  elements  of  Christian  character  and  enjoyment 
are  confined  to  this  life. 

3  If  it  be  confined  to  this  life,  why  is  it  said  to  be  reserved  in 
heaven  for  those  who  are  Christiana  here — who  love  God  t^ere — 
who  are  in  this  life  "  kept  by  the  power  of  God,  through  faith 
unto  salvation" — and  why  is  this  kingdom  promised  to  those  who 
love  him.  and  are  rich  in  faith  ?  If  they  love  God,  and  are  rich 
in  faith,  they  are  already  in  the  kingdom. 

4.  If  it  be  confined  to  this  world,  how  is  it  that  the  unrighteous 
shall  not  inherit  it  ?  To  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God  in  this  world, 
is  to  acquire  a  title  to  it  by  spiritual  relationship.  This  is  done 
hy  repentance  and  faith  in  Christ,  and  thousands  of  the  unright- 
eous have  inherited  the  kingdom  in  this  way.  But  if  we  suppose 
this  kingdom  to  be  the  future  and  heavenly — then  this  language 
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ifi  etmakttni  abd  fwurfally  true,  since  those  who  dte  in  anri^l- 
•pusnesf,  bayt  no  means  of  acqoiring  an  inheritance  there. 

5.  If  it  be  confined  to  this  life,  then  that  moral  state  of  heart 
to  which  our  Lord  referrei  when  he  said,  "  the  kingdom  of  God 
IB  within  yon."  must  terminate  at  death,  for  if  it  be  transferred 
with  the  Christian  to  the  future  state,  it  follows,  the  same  kin^;- 
dom  will  exist  there  that  existed  here,  and  consequently  the  un- 
righteous shall  not  inherit  it. 

6.  If  the  kingdom  of  God  and  Christ  extends  not  beyond  this 
life,  then  it  does  not  embrace  the  re^^urrection ;  and  on  this  hy- 
pothesis, how  are  men  to  be  raised  from  the  dead  ?  and  what  is 
the  condition  of  men  between  death  and  the  resurrection  ?  Are 
they  under  the  divine  government,  or  no  government  at  all  f 

7.  If  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  of  Christ*  and  of  God,  is  confinesd 
to  the  narrow  precincts  of  this  world,  then,  how  is  it  that  Christ  is 
to  reign  until  he  has  put  down  all  rule  and  ait  authority  ?  how  is 
he  to  destroy  death,  the  last  enemy,  and  after  the  resurrection, 
•*  d** liver  up  the  kingdom  to  the  Father  ?" 

When  Mr.  Ausim  has  fairly  disposed  of  a*l  these  difficulties^ 
we  can  furnish  him  with  as  many'  more. 

The  conclusion  which  unavoidably  (lows  from  all  this  is,  that 
as  the  unrighteous  have  no  inheritance  in  the  kingdom  of  God  and 
of  Christ — those  who  die  in  a  state  of  corruption  and  impenitencv, 
can  never  acquire  an  inheritance  there,  and  hence  can  tuver  he 
saved. 

One  word  in  regard  to  another  point,  before  I  sit  down. 

Anxious  to  crowd  the  ustial  quantity  of  matter  into  bis  fifth  re- 
fiy  on  this  question,  Mr.  Austin  has  hunted  up  an  old  pamphlet, 
in  which  he  finds,  from  my  pen,  a  statement  on  the  subject  of  de- 
pravity, no  word  of  which  I  have  ever  seen  occasion  to  alter.  But 
in  thai  statement  there  is  one  word,  a  qualifying  word,  which  he 
thinks  capable  of  being  misconstrued,  and  forthwith  he  proceeds, 
as  usual,  to  attach  to  it  a  meaning  which  I  never  intended.  About 
one  quarter  of  his  entire  speech  is  built  uf^on  the  misapplication 
of  that  one  word.  It  seems  a  pity  to  spoil  so  much  of  the  gen- 
tleman's labor,  on  which  he  evidently  pricles  himself  considerable, 
fiut  I  must  inform  the  audience  that  the  word  "  now,"  as  found  in 
the  statement  referred  to,  was  used  with  respect  to  the  whole 
world,  embracing  every  dcfce^dant  of  Adam :  and  was  intended 
to  distin^ish  their  condition  from  what  it  would  have  been,  on 
supposition  of  their  existence,  unconnected  with  the  blessings  of 
redemption.  He  remarks,  that  on  my  theory,  the  benefits  of  the 
atonement  of  Christ  are  wholly  conditional^  from  which  he  en- 
deavors to  infer  infant  damnation.  I  am  willinR  to  make  all  the 
allowance  required  by  his  deficiency  of  information  on  the  general 
subject  of  theology,  but  the  rest  must  be  put  down  to  the  score  of 
designed  misrepresentation.  I  hare  all  along  taught  that  the 
atonement  took  efiect,  and  was  available  in  behalf  of  stiinere,fiom 
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thenomont  Ubii  pmmiae  was  <KiireR-^ttd  4kml  8»  far  «i  Iba  df** 
atJMfaatt  of  Adam  (kMfare  aa  watt  :a8  alter  tlie  arofilUiQii,)  an 
matonditi9fu^!f  (t^t  is«^t«kiHit  tkeir  a^acy)  iavoivad  in  the  ef<* 
(acts  of  tfaatgvesaioo  bjr  titeir^^i^orai  hSid,  tttey  are  ufMoa^toa* 
•l/y  m^>9d  by  mirtwt  of  the  ckm^ment,  Nojnaa  will  betkawed 
for  Adam*B  sin;  hwt,  if  at  all,  ior  his  omn  pinaaud  and  yafaia« 
ifKrf-trmmgreuwns.'^Timi  gtpif:4^ 


Gentlemen  HiodercUors : — Mr.  Holmes  resoraes  his  argament  on 
(he  Pay  of  Jttdgmeot,  at  tlie  commencemeut  of  his  last  speech.* 
Driven  np  by  tne  overwhelming  force  of  the  the  testimony  I  have 
iotcodacetj,  he  has  at  last  been  compelled  to  acknowledge  that  '*  to 
judge,"  signifies  to  exercise  rule  and  aathority  over  men*  and 
Ihat  Christ  does  commence  his  "  judgment"  in  this  life.*'  This  is 
the  first  time,  t  believe,  that  a  clergyman  who  calls  himself  ortho- 
dox, has  acknowledged  his  belief  tn  these  views  of  Judgment.  I 
think  I  can,  therefore*  claim  the  honor  of  being  instrumental  in 
converting^  our  evengelical  brethren  to  this  important  doctrine.  But 
the  Elder  insials  that  Chriflt*s  judgment  eontinttsi  to  the  next  world. 
That  his  reign,  his  kingdom,  continues  to  the  future  existence,  I 
bare  already  declared  to  be  my  settled  belief.  But  the  Elder  has 
not  proved  that  any  such  events,  as  his  particular  day  of  judgment 
when  all  men  are  to  be  assembled,  and  a  judicial  sentence  passed 
upon  them,  will  ever  take  place  in  the  world  to  come.  All  nis  ef- 
forts to  prove  such  a  transaction  by  strained  constructions  of  Scrip- 
tare,  are  but  attempts  to  make  God*s  word  contradict  itself.  I  have 
moved  by  the  plainest  declarations  of  Christ,  that  all  his  special 
Xudgments»  in  which  the  wicked  are  sentenced  to  punishment,  take 
place  in  this  world !  The  fact  that  some  passages  spf  ak  of  judg- 
ing the  deed,  is  no  evidence  that  such  judging;  does  not  take  place 
until  after  the  death  of  the  body.  Nothine  is  mote  common  than 
to  represent  men  in  a  sinful  condition  in  this  life,  as  being  dead. 
St  Paul  says—"  You  hath  he  ouickened,  who  are  dead  in  trespas- 
ses  and  sins."— (Eph.  ii.  1.)  Judging  the  dead,  in  Scripture  jjnra- 
'  aeology,  signifies  exercising  authority  and  rule  over  the  sinful 
among  men.  This  fact  explains  the  passage  in  Rev.  xx.  11-]^^ 
which  sneaks  of  the  judgment  of  the  dead,  small  and  great  It  is  a 
highly  ngucative  description  of  the  condemnation  of  the  Jewish 


people,  in  consequence  of  their  rejection  of  the  Gospel  of  Christ 

The  Elder,  like  most  sunporters  of  his  doctrine,  is  fond  of  quoting 

from  the  book  of  Revelations.    It  is  one  of  the  most  uncertain 

books  of  the  w^ole  Bible — its  language  is  highly  metaphorical,  and 

difficult  to  he  understood — and  little  dependence  can  be  placed  upon 

III     II      I  ■  ^1  ■■  ,1 .  If      ■  _    1.1       I  ^.  ■  I  .         ,>-  ■  I  ■  I  I  ^1      I 

'  Oaiil»4  iasfci*  priottd  lytth 
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#1  tflgtB^  has  betn  ]>todae«d  by  a  bdiel  lo  Um  ioctrlM  of  tailmm 
ivreicbedness.    Eren  if  ojm  thos  cnued  had  been  predisposed  to 
iasiMiity^  it  doea  not  lessen  the  weight  of  the  faet,  that  it  was  that 
noMrtiotis  error,  which  worked  upon  the  poor  cFeature'to  fears  an- 
tU  it  made  him  a  miserable  maniac.    When  was  a  mortal  made 
eimzy  hjF  listemng  to  the  preaching  of  Jesus  or  hia  Apostles 
^-whether  predisposed  to  insanity  or  not  ?    The  fact  that  their 
preaching  never  produced  such  a  result,  is  the  clearest  proof  that 
tliey  did  not  proclaim  the  doctrine  of  endless  tortopes.    He  says 
orttodoxy  has  saved  men  from  insanity.    This  bare  asserii&n  is 
really  cool  /    Show  as  one  well  authenticated  case,  where  the 
^ffeacbing  of  those  sentiments  which  are  peculiar  to  orthodoxy, 
ever  saved  a  mortal  from  insanity.    Did  the  proclamation  of  eter- 
nal woe  ever  save  a  hunmn  being  from  insanity  ?  We  know  it  has 
irittnged  hundreds  into  the  depths  of  insanity !    The  Elder  asserts 
ikat  otn^  great  cause  of  insanity  is  depression  of  spirits  on  account 
oi  worldly  afiStirs.    This  declaration  contradicts  the  most  positive 
and  well  attested  facts.    I  have  given  the  ratio  of  causes  from  sta- 
tislicat  tables  made  at  Insane  Asylums.    From  these  tables  we 
learn  that  intemperance  has  generally  reduced  the  greatest  nam- 
^  hers  to  insanity,  and  that  rtUs^9u$  excitement  stands  as  the  next 
most  prolific  cause.    These  tables  speak  the  trulkt  and  are  more  to 
be  d«*pended  upon  than  the  assertions  of  any  man.    As  to  suicide^ 
while  it  may  not  be  caused  the  most  frequently  by  religious  de- 
pression, it  is  well  known  that  believers  in  endless  woe,  are  fre- 
quently driven  to  self  destruction  through  the  influence  that  senti- 
ment exerts  on  then-  minds. 

Elder  Holmes  declares,  that  for  every  case  of  insanity  produced 
by  orthodox  dogmas,  at  least  two  are  saved  by  these  sentiments 
from  insanity  I  Show  us  the  ftwf!  Not  a  particle  exists.  This 
is  one  of  those  things  which  my  friend  so  vehemently  asserts  when 
he  is  unfortonately  lacking  in  evidence. 

He  says  the  preaching  of  Christianity  is  found  beneficial  in  In* 
sane  Asylums,  to  restore  those  who  have  lost  their  reason.  I  have 
no  doubtt  the  sublime,  beautiful  and  soothing  doctrines  and  princi- 
ples of  the  tme  and  pare  religion  of  Christ,  must  exert  a  most  sal- 
utary influence  on  the  insane.  But  does  the  preaching  of  endless 
f/n^niAment  exert  such  an  influence  ?    Never !     It  cannot.     The 

roelamation  of  it  to  the  insane  would  be  but  adding  fuel  to  Are. 
venture  to  say  he  cannot  find  an  Insane  Asylum  in  the  United 
States,  where  that  abhorrent  sentiment  is  preaehed  to  the  inmates. 
The  keepers  of  those  institutions  know  better  than  to  allow  so 
nonstroas  an  error  to  difluse  its  poisou  on  minds  already  shattered 
into  ruins,  or  just  recovering  a  health v  tone.  Nothing  can  benefit 
socb  minds  but  those  beautiful  views  of  God,  of  Christ  and  immortal- 
ity, embraced  in  Untversalism.  My  opponent  asserts,  moreover, 
tiMt  a  rol^pon  that  would  not  in  some  cases  produce  insanity^ 
would  uoU  un  his  eatimatiofl,  be  worthy  the  attention  of  intelligeiu 
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tliat  be  rejeeto  the  gospel ;  for  it  nerer  woduc«d  inBaiiity.  fai  99 
ease  did  its  proclAoation  bjr  it»  divine  Founder,  deprive  his  hcmrw 
eis  of  their  reMOo.  I  defy  the  Elder  tGupreduce  •an  instmaee  of 
Abie  deBcriptioB.  1  have  lone  suspected  there  was  %  broad  tide  of 
aknticiim  prevailing  in  the  £van|fKlica]  ranks,  iirhich  allav^dtbcai 
to  oold  and  value  Christianity  no  farther  than  it  woMld  aappni 
partial  and  favorite  creeds.  Here  nre  have  additional  eYidence  of 
this  fact !  At  the  same  tim^  my  opponent  declared  thai  all  vh* 
reject  endless  punishment  aie  UnivtrstditU.  This  is  as  imeUiyeasl 
«nd  candid,  as  it  would  he  for  me  to  insist  that  all  who  reject  Um* 
yersalism,  sceptics,  infidels,  atheists,  are  orthodox  i  No  roan  la  m 
Universalist,  even  in  theory,  but  he  who  believea  inGod«  in  Ckriatt 
in  the  Scri|>ttH*es,  in  rewards  and  punishoients,  and  in  an  ianaorlal 
state  of  existence,  where  all  men  shall  finally  attain  lo  hohneaa 
^d  happiness.  *And  none  are  practical  Univeraalista,  hot  t^oaa 
Irhose  Uvea  comport  with  the  pure  and  sublime  practpla  of  tho 
gospel. 

Mv  friend  informs  us  that  Unitarians  are  Calvinisfii  I  thoufht 
I  had  obtained  some  knowledge  of  the  sentim^its  of  that  class  of 
christians,  during  a  residence  of  ten  years  in  their  midst ;  bat  this 
is  the  fijst  time  1  have  ever  heard  they  were  Cahriniets ! 

Mr.  Holmes. — I  said  some  Unitarians  were  Calrinists. 

Ma.  AusTui.— Where  can  my  friend  have  been  all  his  days  i 
Where  could  he  have  received  his  religious  educalioa  ?  How  mo* 
found  his  knowledge  in  theology  !  How  edifying  to  hear  him  dash 
OlTbis  assertions,  right  and  left,  hit  or  miss,  when  it  is  evident  he 
is  in  the  most  ]»ofound  ignorance  of  the  subjects  to  which  they  re- 
late. A  Calyinist  must  necessarily  be  a  Triuikirian,  How  a  Vrn^ 
tfurian  can  be  a  Trinitarian,  surpasses  my  comfkreheasion  i  Whits 
in  utter  ignorance  of  the  sentiments  of  Unitanan8>  he  iasists  Sa 
Isaac  Newton  ubas  not  a  Unitarian.  Pn|y  how  does  he  know, 
when  he  cannot  himself  even  tell  what  Unitarianism  is  ?  This  is 
as  consistent  as  bis  declaration  that  Newton  did  not  reject  endless 
punishment,  in  the  face  of  the  positive  testimony  I  oiered,  that  be 
wholly  repudiated  that  heathen  dogma. 

The  EUder  haunted  and  tormented  with  the  conscionsness  of  psst 
failures  to  sustain  his  cause,  goes  back  to  the  second  qusstioti*  to 
deal  with  certain  individuals,  whose  names  1  introduced  on  the  a^ 
firmative  of  4hat  question.  He  ^i ves  a  long  disseitatioo  on  the  senti- 
ments of  Origen,  and  the  Baaihdiaas  and  Carpocmtians.  But  his  hk 
bors  on  this  point,  like  most  of  his  attempts  at  learned  display,  havt 
proved  wholly  abortive,  as  a  few  words  will  show.  That  Urigea. 
and  ^e  BaailidiliBfl  and  Carpocratians,  had  imbibed  many  errof% 
.which  they  mingled  with  the  aospel  truths  they  held,  i  think  I  havt 
jscknowled^.  But  while  these  errors  werecondsmnsd  hgr  thsir 
<tot^ppfatie%^tnd  in  after  agae,  ysi  for  ssva&al  hundnd  yt^mmi 
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the  shghtest  objection  was  made  to  their  belief  in  the  salvation  of  all 
mankind.  In  the  enumeration  of  their  errors,  that  doctrine  was 
not  named.  This  shows  their  Universalism  was  not  considered  an 
error,  and  is  proof  with  other  circtimstances,  that  the  salvation  of 
the  world  was  fi;eneraily  hclieved  in  the  church  of  Christ,  at  that 
early  age.     This  important  fact  Mr.  Holmes  cannot  disparage. 

Elder  Holmes  has  taken  a  hasty  glance  al  some  of  my  Negative 
arguments,  which  I  will  notice,  as  far  as  my  recollection  of  what 
he  said  will  allow.  In  reply  to  my  argument  that  Endless  Pun- 
ishment is  not  recognized  in  ihe  devotional  exercises  of  the  Patri- 
archs, the  Prophets,  or  Apostles,  he  says  they  did  not  ^TQ.y  against 
it  I  Keally,  if  every  religious  chimera  which  these  servants  of 
God  did  not  pray  against,  is  true,  the  scope  of  our  religious  faith 
should  be  immediately  enlarged.  My  friend,  however,  is  greatly 
mistaken  in  his  assertion.  The  Prophets  and  Apostles  did  pray 
against  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment.  In  the  sublime  prayer 
of  David,  recorded  in  the  86ih  Psalm,  he  savs — "  All  nation* 
whom  thou  hast  made,  shall  come  and  worsfiip  before  thee,  O 
Lord,  and  shall  glorify  thy  name.  For  thou  art  great,  and  doest 
wondrous  things.  Thou  art  God  alone.'*  St.  Paul  says — *U  ex- 
hort therefore,  that  first  of  all,  supplications,  prayers^  intercessions 
and  giving  of  thanks,  be  made  for  all  men.  *  *  *  For  this  is 
good  and  acceptable  in  the  sight  of  God  our  Savior  ;  who  will  have 
all  men  to  be  saved,  and  to  come  unto  the  knowledge  of  the  truth." 
— (1  Tim.  ii.  1-4.)  Are  not  these  prayers  directly  against  the 
doctrine  of  eternal  misery  ?  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  he  said  Christ 
did  not  allude  to  heaven,  in  the  Ix)rd*s  prayer.  Let  him  look  at 
that  prayer  again.  How  does  it  commence  ?  **  Our  Father  which 
art  in  HEAVEN." 

Mr.  Holmes  complains  that  my  fifteenth  Negative  Argument,  in 
which  [  show  the  nuw6cr  which  must  inevitably  be  lost,  according  to 
his  doctrine,  is  bas'd  on  a  false  view.  He  says  he  believes  infant* 
will  be  saved,  (although  he  contends  they  are  full  of  depravitij^) 
and  that  many  of  the  heathen  will  attain  to  salvation.  What  have 
we  to  do  with  Elder  Holmes'  opinion  on  this  subject  ?  According 
to  his  own  rule,  as  applied  to  me,  his  individual  views  are  of  no 
consequence  in  this  discussion.  His  own  creed,  and  the  whole  ar- 
ray of  self-styled  evangelical  systems,  lay  it  down  as  a  fundamen- 
tal principle  of  the  gospel,  lliat  faith  and  repentance ,  in  this  life, 
arc  absolutely  indispensable  to  salvation  in  the  future  world.  No 
doctrine  in  their  articles  of  failh  is  more  frequently  and  positively 
insisted  upon  than  this.  Now  infanta,  the  insane,  the  idiotic,  the 
heathen,  cannot  exercise  faith  in  Christ,  nor  experience  true  gos- 
pel repentance,  in  this  world.  Hence  according  to  orthodoxy,  they 
must  ail  be  lost  !  And  all  attempts  to  dodge  this  conclusion,  or 
shrink  from  its  terrific  decision,  are  made  at  the  expense  of  the 
fundamental  principles  of  modern  evangelism  ! 

My  friend  flies  to  Dr.  Beecher  for  assistance.     Affrighted  at  the 
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liorrible  aggregate  of  the  namber  of  the  cUttiiied,«BeofdiDg  lo  tbcir 
beaalifal  hypothesis,  the  Doctor  strtTes  to  cooeeal  it  imder  m,  MmgB 
ol  glory  dirawn  from  the  great  number  to  be  sare^  amoi^  tlioes 
who  will  be  born  by-and>bye.  Their  tbeoloj^y  makes  the  past  and 
present  6o  black  and  terrific,  that  they  ikin  vronld  relieTe  tbft 
odious  picture,  by  drawing  imaginary  light  from  the  fuiwr^/f 
BtU  this  is  all  mo€Mn*sbine !  We  knowy  if  orthodoxy  is  true,  tbat 
the  number  already  lost,  in  compariiKMi  with  the  saiFcd,  is  »m*> 
meiMe,  beyond  all  human  conception.  Of  what  avail  to  surmize 
in  regard  to  the  future.  How  does  Dr.  Beecber,  or  any  other  nuui 
kaow  the  proportion  to  be  saved  liereafter,  will  be  any  larger  ikmxk 
heretofore  ?  What  assurance  have  ihey  that  the  world  wiU  stand 
aAother  century,  or  that  even  one  generation  more  will  ever  exist 
on  earth  i  The  whole  soheme  is  a  cowardly  attempt  to  skitlk  from 
the  responsibility  of  charging  God  with  castinfi;  into  torment,  so 
vast  a  majority  of  his  own  o&pring,  as  they  insist  he  has  akeadjr 
done. 

The  Eider  touches  for  an  instant,  my  sixteenth  Negative  Areg« 
ment,  that  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishmeat  condemns  malti> 
tades  of  the  best  moral  men  on  earth,  to  eternal  perdition,  tie 
eannot  gainsay  this  position.  Its  truth  is  self-evident.  The  most 
honored  and  loved  statesmen  in  the  anaala  of  American  history, 
who  have  labored,  bled  and  died  for  our  country's  good,  are  now 
in  hell,  if  modern  orthodoxy  is  true  I  And  they  aie  there,  not  lor 
any  immorality — not  because  they  were  notstriotly  honest,  benev* 
olenl,  patriotic  and  pure,  in  their  habits  and  lives  y  hot  because 
their  good  sense  would  not  permit  them  to  rec^ve  unquestioned, 
the  dogmas  which  self-styled  evangelism  would  impose  upon  them ! 
My  opponent  asks  what  I  mean  hy  a  moral  man  ?  I  de  not  won* 
der  he  IS  at  a  loss  as  to  the  meaning  of  thia  phraseology,  constd'^ 
erin^  the  views  he  propagates !  Let  me  enHgnten  him.  A  moral 
man,  is  not  one  one  who  joins  some  limitarian  church,  pmrs,  shoots, 
runs  down  the  Universalists,  and  then  turns  and  cheats  his  neigh* 
bor,  and  indulges  in  his  dealings,  in  all  the  trickery  that  he  can 
and  avoid  the  meshes  of  the  law !  But  he  is  one  who  is  honest, 
tempemte,  fair  in  bis  business  transactioos,  pure  in  all  his  hahita, 
benevolent  and  friendly  in  his  intercourse  with  all  men.  Ehdpt 
Holmes  acknowledges  his  doctrine  condemns  all  each  men  to  faeU, 
unless  they  bow  down  to  the  tenets  of  orthodoxy.  At  the  same 
time  it  opens  the  ^tes  of  heaven  to  the  most  hardened  of  villains 
on  earth,  if  they  will  repent  an  hour  before  they  die,  and  adopt  the 
evangelical  creed !  I  ask  the  world  what  they  think  of  sneh  a  doe* 
trine? 

Rider  Holmes  has  seveial  times  declared  that  according  to  my 
views,  the  reformatory  power  of  punishment  is  the  only  instrument 
•f  man^s  salvation.  He  most  be  perfectly  aware  that  this  is  a  sheer 
misrepresentation.  Punishment  is  bat  one  of  the  means  of  8alva« 
tion.    The  teachings  of  the  Gospel,  the  ^utflttsiiee  of  God's  spiiit. 
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the  displays  of  his  love  and  grace,  and  a  numerous  catalogue  of 
means,  which  Jesus  brings  to  bear  upon  the  hearts  of  sinners,  all 
have  a  part  in  that  most  wise,  benevolent  an  I  blessed  process, 
whereby  an  alienated  and  sinful  soul  is  brought  to  the  love  and 
obedience  of  God,  and  M'hereby  all  intelligcncies  shall  at  last  be 
brought  to  holiness  and  heaven. 

My  friend  insists  his  religion  is  not  based  on  fear.  This  is  a 
matter  which  may  easily  be  tested.  Take  away /far  of  future  tor- 
ment, and  how  many  revivals  could  our  orthodox  friends  get  up  i 
How  many  converts  could  they  make  to  their  peculiar  notions  ? 
Let  that  fear  be  banished,  and  how  many  would  submit  lo  their 
discijdine,  or  remain  in  their  churches.'  It  is  one  of  the  strongest 
objections  our  opposers  urge  against  Universalism,  that  it  removes 
the  fear  of  endless  punishment,  without  which,  multitudes  imagine 
religion  could  not  exist  at  all.  hei  fear  be  removed,  and  the  whole 
superstructure  of  modern  orlhodo.ty  would  fall  into  ruins  in  a  sin- 
gle month." 

The  Elder,  in  his  seventh  speech,  stun^  to  madness  at  the  totter- 
ing condition  of  his  cause,  asks,  as  he  imagines,  some  •*  killing" 
questions.*  He  inquires  v/hcre  are  our  Alartyrs  and  our  Mis- 
sionaries .'  In  reply,  I  point  him  to  Christ  and  his  Apostles  and 
early  followers,  who  were  putlo  death,  solely  for  proclaiming  that 
Got!  is  the  Father  of  all  men,  and  Jesus  is  the  Savior  of  the  world  ! 
I  would  also  direct  his  attention  to  5eriW«5,  the  eminent  and  pious 
Unitarian,  who  was  burned  at  the  stake  by  the  Evongehcal  John 
Calvin.  Neither  would  I  have  him  forget  the  Quakers  who  were 
whipped,  banished  and //««^  by  the  Evangelicals  of  Massachu- 
setts, Let  me  remind  him  also  of  that  truly  learned  and  christian 
Unitarian  and  Universalist,  the  renowned  Dr.  Priestly,  who  was 
driven  from  England  by  the  persecutions  of  orthodox  religionists. 
And  now  let  me  ask  the  Elder,  where  aie  his  Methodist  Martyrs  .' 
Come,  friend,  march  them  out.  We  would  know  who  they  are  > 
As  lo  Missionaries,  we  hold  it  to  be  our  duty  to  cultivate  first,  the 
field  at  home.  Gorl  knows  there  is  a  callfor  all  the  laborers  we 
can  obtain,  to  counteract  the  poisonous  influences  to  corruption, 
hypocrisy  and  infidelity,  which  modern  evangelism  is  exerting  on 
community.  While  priests  and  elders  have  the  presumption  to 
stand  up  in  the  face  of  the  world,  and  contend  by  the  day,  that 
men  can  riot  in  sin  with  impunity,  and  escape  all  puni^-hment 
—while  they  will  so  blacken  the  character  of  God,  as  to  declare 
that  he  will  torture  his  own  offspring  forever  for  the  frailties  of  a 
few  years— while  we  see  the  deadly  virm  of  these  errors,  diffusing 
itself  through  the  community,  and  manifesting  its  fatal  influences 
in  the  skepticism  which  is  so  generally  prevailing  in  evangelical 
congregations,  and  in  the  foul  corruptions,  alas !  so  frequently 
Bjen  among  professors  of  religion— while  witnessing  all  around  us 
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tlHfl  «d  state  of  tkbgB,  we  feel  under  oMigaiose  to  imry  in 
own  cEMOtiyr  aod  coenteiact  heatheii  errors,  and  heathen  vi 
heie,  rather  than  to  spend  our  strength  in  diaftant  lands !  ]  mm 
paiaed  to  nudce  these  alliteicma,  nikd  point  the  imhlie  la  the  wr^U 
koatwA  facts  which  jastiljr  them.  It  is  only  when  in  sell-4a£eoce 
I  am  compelled,  by  the  censure  and  reptaach  which  mf  op5>oncnt 
•seiks  every  oportanity  to  east  on  God's  holy  truth,  and  tfaoKe  wlm 
deknd  it,  Uiat  I  lift  the  veil  for  a  moment,  and  allow  the  pnUie  io 
catch  a  brief  glanoe  of  the  enermittes  which  atecootiitaaliy  taiin^ 
place  in  the  very  bosom  of  thai  body  wbo-arrogantly  aseometha 
navs  of  Evangelical.  ^I  warn  my  friend  not  to  leapt  me  too  Air  in 
this  direr^on.  His  abuse  may  oocapel  me  to  state  oartain  FACTS 
ia  relalien  to  orthodox  morality,  which  will  make  bis  «ars  Itngilr// 
In  commencing  bis  eighth  speech,  £lder  Holmes  raakea  n  dna- 
peiate  plunge  at  my  twelflh  Negative  An^oment,  that  EadJeaa  Pun- 
ishment makes  God  dependant  on  man  lor  the  accomplishment  of 
his  purposes.  He  says  this  argument  is  **  ttufi^V  The  proDonacing 
of  such  a  word  is  very  easy,  and  I  mast  also  say,  rery  childiah.  If  y 
aigument  is  composed  of  plain  common  setae — a  kii^  of  ^  stnff,*"  in 
which  my  friend  would  seem  io  deal  very  sparingly.  Does  he  attain^ 
to  overtlirow  the  aigument,  or  show  there  is  a  ^defe^ive  point  in  it  ? 
Not  in  the  least.  He  pursues  a  more  easy  course,  with  aoleoMi 
gravity  he  turns  up  his  lip,  and  attempts  to  kill  all  I  have  said,  hf 
exclaiming — ''stuff  !r — imagining,  I  have  nodouht,that  thecoMm* 
munity,  in  admiration  of  the  profound  depths  of  such  logic,  wenfd 
catch  up  the  death-dealing  word,  ^nd  from  mouth  to  mouth,  the 
echo  would  be  heard,  on  ever)'  hand^"  STUFF ! ! !  After  thoa 
summarily  disposing  of  my  argument,  in  the  only  feasible  way 
within  his*reach,  he  sets  off  in  a  long,  rambling  and  prosv  discna- 
sion,  composed  of  musty  assertions,  which  he  has  heretofore  bean 
in  the  baoit  of  urging  against  Calvinism,  in  which  there  ia  a  de* 
lectable  compound  of  Miue  and  nonsense,  of  con^tent  condoaiooa 
drawn  from  lalse  premises,  and  false  conclusions  from  tme  pee* 
mises — all  proving  my  friend  skilful  in  murdering  logic,  and  rea- 
son, and  in  perverting  the  Scriptures.  But  why  start  off  in  thia 
tangent  ?  To  find  somethin^^  that  would  really  hear  against  the 
plain  proposition  sustained  m  mv  argument  ?  He  had  not  the 
slightest  hope  of  such  a  result.  The  object  of  this  loi^  journey, 
w^as  to  lead  the  mind  so  far  away  from  the  real  point  at  issue,  that 
it  would  lose  sight  of  it  entirely,  and  Xhtn.be/og  it  ia  such  a  wil- 
derness of  metaphysics,  as  to  make  it  believe  that  God  forms  a  def- 
inite purpose,  and  then  selects  such  means  to  accomplish  it,  as 
shall  totally  defeat  it !  Come  back  my  friend,  from  your  tedious 
wanderings,  and  let  us  look  at  the  point  which  separates  us.  The 
whole  su^ect  la  comprised  within  a  nut-shell,  and  can  easily  be 
comprehended  by  the  most  ordinary  capacity.  Elder  Holmes  has 
acknowledged  thrpiighout  this  discussion,  tnat  it  was  God*s  origi- 
nal Purpose*  as  welTas  Will  and  Desire,  to  save  all  mankind  i£m 
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their  lapsed  condition.  The  folfihnent  of  tku  purpo^,  is  all  there 
is  in  dispute  between  us.  Who  cannot  see  that  aft  God's  purposes 
which  Elder  Holmes  has  enumerated,  in  regard  to  man*s  agency, 
obedience,  the  consequences  of  his  actions,  and  the  rewards  and 
pitnishments  inflicted  on  him,  are  secondary  purposes,  subordinate 
to  the  grand  original  purpose  to  save  all  men,  and  designed  to  pro« 
mote  that  original  purpose,  and  secure  its  final  accomplishment? 
The  idea  that  an  infinitely  wise  Deity  would  deliberately  purpose 
to  bring  all  mankind  ultimately  into  a  condition  of  holiness  and 
happiness,  and  then  proceed  to  purpose  such  other  things  respect- 
ing the  same  creatures,  as  would  totally  defeat  that  great  primary 
purpose,  is  an  absurdity  so  glaring,  that  I  declare  before  God,  a 
man  of  common  sense  must  T>e  WILFULLY  and  WICKEDLY 
blind  to  maintain  it ! !  That  God*s  original  purpose  to  save  all 
men,  was  absolute— i.  e.  clear,  positive  and  certain — is  self-evident. 
Will  my  friend  inform  us  how  an  infinite  Deity  can  form  any  other 
than  an  absolute  or  certain  design,  so  far  as  its  results  are  con- 
cerned ?  Contingency,  which  is  uncertainty,  belongs  to  man^s 
purposes  and  not  to  Go'l*s.  Elder  Holmes  acknowledges  it  was 
Uotrs  original  purpose  to  save  the  whole  race  of  man.  The  /u/- 
fiUment  ol  this  purpose— the  deciding  power — the  turning  point 
— must  rest  either  in  God  or  in  man.  If  it  rests  in  God,  as  I  con- 
tend, then  it  is  as  certain  of  final  fulfilment,  as  that  Jehovah  has 
infinite  resources  to  accomplish  his  plans.  But  my  opponent  in- 
sists the  turning  point  of  this  purpose  of  God,  rests  in  man— in 
man's  will  and  choice.  If  man  will  consent  to  be  saved  in  a  cer- 
tain way — if  he  will  do  somelMug  to  secure  his  own  salvation,  then 
God's  original  purpose  respecting  his  final  condition,  can  be  ac- 
complished. But  if  man  refuses  to  do  these  things  for  a  certain 
length  of  time,  then  God^s  purpose  to  save  him  CANNOT  be  com- 
pleted. Thus  it  is  as  clear  as  sun-light,  that  according  to  the  El- 
der's theory,  Jehovah  is  dependent  on  his  frail,  ignorant  and 
blind  creatures,  for  the  fulfillment  of  the  most  important  and  glori- 
ous purpose  he  has  ever  formed. 

At  the  commencement  of  the  Elder's  journey  to  lead  the  people 
away  from  the  true  point  between  us,  he  acknowledged  it  was 
God-8  original  purpose  to  save  all  mankind  from  their  lapsed  con- 
dffion.  At  the  conclusion  of- that  ramble,  he  charges  me  with  as- 
suming the  point  in  debate,  vi«  :  that  it  was  God's  purpose  to  save 
all  men.  That  is,  he  charges  me  with  assuming  the  very  fact  he 
had  already  acknowledged  /  This  is  a  fair  specimen  of  my  friend's 
clearness  of  perception  and  logic,  and  of  the  dependence  which 
can  be  placed  on  his  most  positive  declarations.  It  shown  more- 
over, the  consistency  of  his  assertions  that  I  shift  my  grounds  and 
assert  and  contradict  the  same  thing !  Blinded  to  the  truth  by 
the  gross  errors  of  heathenism,  into  which  partialist  theolo- 
gians have  unfortunately  fallen,  he  gropes  his  way  along,  utterly 
uncertain  whither  he  is  going.    Like  the  man  who  is  lost  in  the 
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sists  it  most  be  the  track  of  another.  And  when  be  Twm  reckless 
against  the  sharp  points  of  my  arguments,  he  csies  oat  piteoosljv 
that  it  is  not  fair  ! — that  I  have  changed  my  ground  ! ! — when  io 
iact,  it  is  his  own  blunderings  and  tergivenations,  which  lead  Ike 
poor  man  into  all  his  troubles  ! !  Let  me  add  here,  thai  it  13  la- 
mentable to  see  the  ignorance  of  the  Scriptures  manifested  by  mjr 
opponent,  in  quoting  for  the  purpose  he  has»  such  paaeeeee  es 
these — *^  He  that  believeth  not,  shall  he  damned.**  **  He  thmt  is 
unjust,  let  him  be  unjust  stiil,'^  etc.  1  haye  already  shown  the  trae 
explanation  of  ont  of  these  passag^,*  yet  the  Elder  centlDoes  to 
give  it  the  old  and  absurd  cotnstruction,  as  though  he  bad  not  beea 
taught  better. 

Mr.  Holmes  catches  wildly  at  my  decjaration,  that  if  men  wifi 
not  enter  heaven,  when  the  w^y  is  prepared  for  them.  ^  let  the« 
stay  out.''  The  eagerness  with  which  he  sehes  upon  this  declar- 
ation, shows  his  great  want  of  capital  for  declamation.  laai 
really  gkd  I  have  given  my  friend  something  to  enable  him  to  in- 
dulge in  a  little/uror.  The  idea,  however,  that  mankind  in  aaoUi- 
er  state  of  existence,  haying  a  full  knowledge  of  the  odiotuutess of 
sin,  and  the  beauty  and  excellency  of  righteousness,  will  not  en- 
ter  upon  the  joys  of  heaven  whvn.  the  way  is  open  for  them*  is 
foolish  in  the  extreme.  All  the  advantage  my  friend  can  obtasa 
from  such  a  supposition,  he  is  welcome  to  enjoy.  God  wiU  say  to 
none,  '*  let  them  stay  out,"  when  he  has  the  power  to  make  tbea 
willing  to  come  in  ! !  Neither  the  Creator,  nor  the  Redeemer*  aer 
aagels,  nor  good  men,  will  say,  **  let  them  stay  out!*^  bat  father 
let  them  be  prepared  to  come  in  !  **  Whosoeirer  will,  LET  him 
come,^'  is  the  great  declaration  of  the  gospel,  which  will  be  in- 
scribed over  the  gates  of  Heaven  forever ! ! 

The  Elder's  attempt  to  make  out  that  Universalists  bdieve  ta- 
fanis  will  be  tortured  in  fire  for  thousands  of  years,  beoaase  ont 
Universalis!  believed  adult  thnersy  would  exjperience  future  limited 
punishment,  is  supremely  ridiculous !  If  It  is  one  of  those  melan* 
cholly  instances  in  which  my  opposer  has  been  driven,  to  roaou- 
f acture  that  which  is  not  truk,  out  of  Mjpkde  cloth  ! /  I  say  thisdetibe- 
rately.  Elder  Holnies  had  VVincbester*s  writings,,  and  the  writii^ 
of  other  Universalists,  in  his  possetjsion.  He  knew  that  neither 
Winchester,  nor  any  other  Universalist,  believed  that  infants  aiJl^ 
be  punished  hereafter ! !  Hence  he  deliberately  makes  Uiis  chane 
knowing  there  is  not  one  \oord  qf  truth  m  it  f  !  Again  I  ask  the 
public  what  they  can  think  of  a  cause  which  demoralizes  its  advo* 
cates  to  such  a  degree,  as  to  compel  them  to  utter  the  most  hate- 
faced  untruths? — and  what  dependence  they  can  place  on  the  as- 
sertions of  a  man  who  so  wantonly  tramples  amler  foot  the  dic- 
tates of  verac'ity  !  !     The  Elder  also  said,  that  God  cannot  love  sia* 
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ners.*  I  will  stand  astide,  and  St  Paul  shall  exhibit  the  ignorance 
of  the  Scriptures  which  prompted  such  a  declaration. — '*  But  God 
"who  is  rich  in  mercy,  for  his  GREAT  LOVE  wherewith  he  loved 
us,  even  when  we  were  dead  m  SINS,  hath  quickened  us  together 
\vith  Christ."— (Eph.  ii.  4,  5.) 

I  think  I  cannot  do  better  than  to  occupy  the  remainder  of  my 
time  in  this  speech,  in  an  explanation  of  the  words,  aiotij  aionion^ 
etc.  In  the  course  of  this  discussion  my  opponent  will  quote  sev- 
eral passages  in  which  such  phrases  occur  as  Everlasting,  Eter- 
nal, Forever,  And  forever  and  ever,  The^e  words,  as  most  of  my  • 
hearers  are  aware,  are  translated  from  the  Greek  word  aion  and  its 
derivatives.  It  is  a  sinf^ular  fact,  that  the  whole  philological  arj;u- 
ment  drawn  from  the  Bible,  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless 
Punishment,  depends  almost  entirely  on  the  meaning  of  the  words 
aion,  aionios,  etc.  Let  these  words  be  set  aside,  and  there  are  few 
men  who  would  ever  attempt  to  sustain  that  sentiment  by  the  mere 
force  of  Scripture  phraseology.  Yet  there  are  few  words  in  the 
Btble,  the  meaning  of  which  are  so  variable  and  uncertain  a« 
these.  Professor  Stuart  considers  them,  as  used  in  the  Scrip- 
tures, with  something  like  ten  different  meanings.  Is  it  not  most 
remarkable  that  the  strongest  words  depended  u|Jon  to  support  the 
doctrine  of  en  Uess  punishment,  are  so  acknowledgedly  indefinite 
in  their  signification  ?  As  much  stress  is  laid  on  tliese  words,  1 
design  to  devote  a  short  period  to  their  exclusive  consideration. 

1.  Aion. — I  have  before  me  the  opinions  of  some  thirteen  difli?r- 
ent  Lexicographers,  and  all  agree  mainly,  as  to  the  definition  of 
this  word.  Donnegari  defines  it  as  follows — "  Aion— Time — a 
space  of  time — life  lime  and  life — the  ordinary  period  of  man's 
life — the  age  of  man — man's  estate— a  long  period  of  time — eter- 
nity— the  i^pinal  marrow."     This  agrees  with  most  Lexicons. 

It  will  be  seen  by  these  definitions,  that  aion  is  a  word  of  very 
indefinite  meaning — signifying  sometimes  a  long,  and  sometimes  a 
short  period  of  time — sometimes  an  age,  a  life  time,  an  era,  and  in 
some  cases.  Eternity.  But  in  no  passage  in  the  Bible,  where  aion 
signifies  strictly  eternal,  is  it  ever  applied  to  punishment.  I  chal- 
lenge my  friend  to  cite  such  an  instance. 

2.  Scriptural  vMige  of  aion.  The  manner  in  which  the  Scrip- 
ture writers  use  this  word,  shows  conclusively,  they  designed  to 
teach  no  such  doctrine  by  it  as  Endless  Punishment.  *•  Far  above 
all  principality,  and  power,  and  might,  and  dominion,  and  every 
name  that  is  named,  not  only  in  this  world  {aiojii,)  but  also  in  that 
which  is  to  come." — (Eph.  i.  21.)  Here  aioni  signifies  this  world. 
"  Teaching  us  that  denying  ungodliness  and  worldly  {kosmikas) 
lust.**,  we  should  live  soberly,  righteously  and  godly,  in  this  pres- 
ent world  "--(g/o«  I J — (Titus  ii.  12.)  Here  again,  a?oyj?  signifies 
this  world.     Of  course  in  these  instances,  (and  many  more  might 
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ht  riTen,)  otont  signifies  not  timt  wttbout  end,  but  a  limited  pe- 
riod. 

3.  AioNioN — AiONTOs.— Great  stress  is  laid  on  these  woni«,  to 
prove  that  the  punishment  which  God  will  inflict  on  his  creatines, 
will  be  endless.  But  it  \n\\  be  seen*  [  trast,  in  this  inrestigatJoD, 
tbat  they  contain,  not  even  presumptive  evidence  of  the  troth  of 
such  a  doctrine.  It  is  self-evident  that  a  derivative  can  mean  no 
more  than  the  word  from  which  it  it  is  derived.  **  Goodness'*  ex- 
presses no  more  of  that  which  can  be  approbated,  than  ^  good.* 
'*  Righteousness*'  means  no  more  tha»  *' right."  On  the  same 
principle  I  maintain  that  aionitm  and  oiontOf,  can  signify  no  more 
than  aion^  from  which  they  are  teived.  Now  oio«i»  ahhoogh  il 
sometimes  means  endless,  yet  in  vastly  the  majority  of  cases,  it 
signifies  a  Itmiied  period  of  time,  as  we  have  seen — an  age — a  life- 
time^any  period  of  time,  whether  leng  or  short.  Hence  mioiiioii 
and  aionios  have  the  same  varieties  of  signification.  We  find  this 
to  be  the  case  in  consulting  Lexicons.  Schrevelius  gives  the  fol- 
lowing definition — **  Ainoios-^Of  long  duration — lasting — some- 
times everlasting— sometimes  lasting  through  life,  as  aet^mns  im 
Latin.'^  I  might  quote  other  Lexicons,  but  it  is  unnecessary.  They 
all  substantially  agree  with  Schrevelius.  Here  we  learn  thataton- 
ios  and  aionion^  generally  translated  everlasting  and  forever,  so  far 
from  always  having  the  meaning  of  endless,  have  onl^  occasionally 
that  signiftcation,  while  they  very  often  mean  life-time,  or  a  long 
but  not  endless  period  of  time. 

4  Scripture  usi^e  of  Aiofuon  and  Anonios, — The  Scripture  usage 
of  these  words  will  show  that  so  far  from  signifying  endless  time^ 
they  are  most  generally  used  to  designate  a  limited  duration. 
— *'  What  shall  be  the  sign  of  thy  coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the 
world"— aton<w—( Matt.  xxiv.  3.)  Here  the  END  of  aionos  is  men- 
tioaed.  If  that  word  means  literally  and  necessarily  time  vtthovi 
end,  then  the  passage  should  read — What  shall  be  the  sign  of 
thy  coming,  and  the  end  of  /oretJt r — or  the  end  of  eternity  ?  Dr. 
Adam  Clarke  says  that  the  word  aionos,  in  this  passage,  ^« 
nifies  *'  age*^  He  insists  the  inquirer  of  the  disciples  was,  as  to 
the  end  of  the  Jewish  Economy.  Let  it  be  remembered,  this  is  the 
strongest  word  the  advocates  of  endless  misery  can  fnd  in  the  whole 
Bible,  to  prove  it  to  be  a  Scriptnre^octrine.  "  Perhaps  he  {Onesi* 
mus,)  therefore  departed  for  a  season,  that  thou  shouldst  receive 
him  forever**  (aionfon)— that  is  a  life-time. — (Phil.  Ifi  )  "  He  that 
received  seed  among  the  thorns,  is  he  that  heareth  the  word  ;  and 
the  care  of  this  world,  (aionos — this  life,)  and  the  deceit fahicfv 
of  riches,  choke  the  word."— (Matt.  xiii.  22.)  In  these  passages* 
atones  means  only  this  life. 

We  read  of  the  BKGf  NNING  of  the  aionion>*<  As  he  spake  by 
the  month  of  his-  holy  prophets  which  have  been  since  the  worM 
(aionos)  began.'*— {^uke  i.  70.)    '*The  Restitution  ol  all  things. 
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which  God  hath  spoken  by  the  moulh  of  all  his  holy  prophets 
since  the  worhl  (aionos)  begnu." — (Acts  iii.  21.)  How  would  it 
do  to  read  these  passaj^es,  *•  since  forever  began  ?'*  Such  would 
be  their  meaning;  if  aionion  signifies  necessarily  and  lilcmlly  for- 
ever. 

We  read  of  the  END  of  the  aionos — The  harvest  is  the  end  of 
the  world."— (aionos) — (Matt,  x iii.  39.)  "  J=o  shall  it  be  in  the  end 
of  this  world" — (aionos)— (RIatt.  xiii.  40.)  "  But  now  once  in 
the  end  of  the  world,  (aionion)  hath  he  [Christ.]  appeared  to  put 
away  sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  himself.'* — (Heb.  ix.  26.)  ''They  are 
written  for  our  admonition,  upon  whom,  the  ends oi  the  world 
are  come.'^ — (1  Cor.  x.  11.)  The  aionion  came  to  an  end  1800 
years  ago.  If  aionion  means  literally  forever  in  these  passages, 
how  would  they  read  ? — '*the  harvest  is  the  end  of  forever."  **So 
shall  it  be  in  the  end  of  forever.'*  **•  They  are  written  for  our  ad- 
monition upon  whom  the  ends  of  everlasting  arc  come."  Substitute 
**  agfe,"  or  *'  dispensation,"  as  the  signification  of  aionion,  and  how 
plain  and  simple  is  their  meaning.  From  these  examples  nothing 
Id  more  evident,  than  that  those  words  are  very  frequently  used 
in  the  New  Testament  in  a  limited  sense — indicating  a  time  that 
comes  to  an  end  !  And  yet,  let  me  remind  you  again,  these  are 
the  strongest  words  the  advocates  of  Endless  Punishment  can  find 
in  the  Bible  to  sustain  that  doctrine. 

When  we  turn  to  the  Old  Testament  we  find  "  aionion,"  and 
**  aionios,"  U3ed  in  the  same  limited  sense,  as  the  following  exam- 
ples will  show.  "  For  all  the  land  which  thou  seest,  [addressed 
to  Aoraham,]  to  thee  wilH^ive  it,  and  to  thy  seed  forever," — [He- 
brew. OLIM — Greek  septuagint,  aionos — English,  forever  ]-(Gen. 
xiii.  l5.)  In  this  case,  aionos  could  not  mean  strictly  endless,  for 
Canaan  has  long  since  passed  out  of  the  possession  of  Abraham 
and  his  descendents.  "  You  shall  keep  it,  [the  passover,]  a  feast 
by  ordinance  forever,"  (aionion.)— (Ex.  xii.  14.)  "They  (Jewish 
slaves,)  shall  be  your  bondmen  forever,"  [aionion — life-time.] 
— (Lev.  XXV.  46.)  **  The  earth  with  her  bars  was  about  me  for- 
ever,'* (aionion — three  days] — (Jonah  ii.  6.)  **  I  will  give  thee 
the  land  of  Canaan  for  an  everlasting  (aionion)  possession." — (Gen. 
xvii.  8.)  **  For  their  annointing  shall  surely  be  an  everlasting 
[aionion,]  priesthood  throughout  their  generations." — (Ex.  xl.  15.) 
Many  more  passages  might  be  quoted  in  which  these  words  are 
used  in  the  same  manner. 

Thus  when  we  examine  the  Old  Testament,  we  find  these  words 
translated  forever  and  everlasting,  frequently  used  to  signify  a 
limited  period  of  time — one  that  comes  to  an  end  !  Indeed  it  is 
evident  that  the  translators  of  our  Bible  in  the  use  of  the  English 
word  forever,  did  not  mean  by  it,  in  all  instances,  time  witnout 
end.  In  more  (han  seventy  cases  in  the  Bible,  they  mean  by  for- 
ever, a  time  of  limited  duration.  Profei^Eor  Stuait  says — **  It  is 
indeed  true,  that  these  words,  everlasting,  forever,  etc.,  may  bo 
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employed  to  designate  a  period  whic&  h  in  its  own  tialiiT^  Umpo- 
vary, 

5.'  Ciassical  usage  of  Aion. — Let  ns  loo^  at  the  eenM  attached  to 
aion  by  the  early  Greek  writera.  I  am  aided  in  thia  inrestigatioB 
by  the  labors  of  Mr.  Goodwia,  an  acctirate  and  ripe  scholar,  inrlu> 
made  a  thorough  research  into  the  meaning  uf  aion  and  its  derivm- 
tires,  and  published  the  resait  of  his  investigations  in  the  *'Clina- 
tian  Examiner,**  in  1831.  He  asserts  on  his  reputation  as  a  Greek 
scholar,  that  in  the  Ancient  Classical  Greek  **  aion^  contains  no 
sense  of  Klernity,  whatever.  "  In  the  •*  Iliad"  and  ••  Odyssey,* 
aion  occurs  thirteen  times  only  as  a  noun, — i.  e.  simply  existence. 
I  notice  in  •* Hesiod,"  only  two  instances  of  "aion.**  •* This  if 
certain,''  asserts  Mr.  Goodwin,  *'  mean  what  itmav,iion  in  Homer 
and  Hesiod,  never  means  Eternity.**  These  are  toe  oldest  Grecdc 
writin|^s  in  existence.  '*  In  jSBschylns,**  continues  Mr.  Goodwin, 
**  I  notice  nineteen  instances  of  aion.  I  believe  no  one  will  sns- 
pect  that  ^schylus  ever  imagined  a  sense  of  Eternity  to  belonc  to 
aion."  He  lived  and  wrote  about  600  years  before  Christ,  nir. 
Goodwin  found  aion  thirteen  times  in  **  Pindars'  Odes,**  written  499 
Tears  before  Christ.  In  **  Sophocles,"  he  found  aion  nine  times. 
In  those  works  of  "  Aristotle,**  which  he  examined,  he  found  it 
twelve  times.  In  ^*  Euripides,**  he  found  it  in  thirty-two  instances. 
He  says,  *'  as  certainly  as  human  life  is  not  eternal,  fo  certahUy, 
aion  did  not  contain  the  meaning  of  Eternity.**  And  as  the  resnU 
of  his  investigations  in  legard'  to  this  word,  Mr.  Goodwin  says 
— *•  ITie  instances  produced  show  plainly  that  aion,  in  these  wri- 
ters, never  expresses  positive  eternity;  In  some  few  cases  it  may 
signify  a  term  of  duration ;  but  more  commonly,  it  expresses,  either 
simply  existence,  or  the  person  existing.  And  in  many  cases,  the 
vital  principal,  or  life,  or  the  living  spirit  itself.*'  Mr.  Goodwia 
farther  declares  that  the  word  aionios — (aionion) — is  not  fbnnd  in 
any  instance,  in  the  Ancient  Greek  writings.  When  they  desired 
to  express  endless  duration,  thev  used  some  other  words  than  those 
our  translators  have  rendered  forever  and  eternal  in  the  English 
version  of  the  Bible.  Hence  the  only  word  on  which  Partiklist 
theologians  build  their  philological  argument  in  defence  of  endless 
punidiment,  was  never  used  by  the  Ancient  Greek  writers  to  ex- 
press endless  duration. 

Usage  of  Aionion — AiontM — In  the  days  of  Ckri$t, — ^That  these 
words  could  not  not  have  been  considered  in  the  days  of  Christ,  as 
always  expressing  endless  time,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  the 
end  of  the  time  they  represent,  is  expressly  mentioned.  The  dis- 
ciples inquired  of  the  Savior — "What  shall  be  the  sign  of  thy 
coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the  world  ?" — alonos — (Matt.  xxiv.  3.) 
*'  They  are  written  for  our  admonition,  upon  whom  the  ends  of  the 
world  laionton]  are  come.** — (1  Cor.  x.  11.)  It  is  frequently  said, 
however,  that  some  of  the  sects  among  the  Jews — ^the  Pharisees 
and  Esseoas,  were  beavers  in  Endless  Panishment :  tbat  whea 
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Jesas  anj  hrs  ApostTes  spake  of  aionion  pnfiishment,  an^I  ^tofiion 
fire,  thcf  mnsl  hive  kaowa  they  wouti  hare  been  understool  by 
the  Jews,  as  using  these  terms  to  express  a  state  of  misery  that 
would  be  endless ;  and  that  under  such  circumstances,  if  Christ  did 
not  design  to  teach  that  doctrine,  he  would  have  expressly  disa- 
vowed it.     This  would  appear  plausible  at  first  sight,  but  an  un- 
derstandtiij:  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  will  show  the  position  has  no 
strength.     If  any  of  the  Jews  in  the  days  of  the  Savior,  believed 
in  endless  Woe,  they  expressed  it  by  words  entirely  different  from 
any  thit  Christ  ever  applied   to  punishment     Philo,  an  Egyptian 
Jew,  of  the  time  of  Christ,  was  said  to  be  a  believer  in  Endless 
Punishment.     But  in  expressing  that  doctrine  he  used  the  words, 
aidio!^,  alhanaios,  ateleutetos,  and  not  aionios,  which  Christ  applied 
to  punishment.    Josepheus,  the  Jewish  historian,  who  lived  in  the 
days  of  the  Apostles,  in  describing  the  doctrine  of  the  Pharisees, 
says  they  believed  **  the^souls  of  the  bad  are  allotted  to  an  eternal 
prison,   {aidtos  ergmos,)  and   punished  with  eternal  retribution, 
iaidiof  timoria,)     In  describing  the  doctrines  of  the  "  Esse.ies," 
Josepheus  says  that  '•  fhe  souls  of  the  bad  are  sent  to  a  dark  and 
tempestuous  cavern,  full  of  incessent  punishment,  {adiateij)tos  ti- 
moria.)    From  these  quotations  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Savior  and 
the  Apostles  did  not  use  the  same  phraseology,  when  the v  described 
the  punishment  of  the  wicked,  as  the  Jews  did.  When  Jesus  spoke 
of  punishment,  he  calleJ  it  aionion  koloHn,  aionion  pur  or  jmoros, 
aionom  kriseos.    But  -when  the  Jews  alluded  to  the  punishment  of 
the  wicked,  they  called   it,  "aidios  timoria,  adialeiptos  timoria." 
Hence  it  is  very  certain  Jesus  did  not  adopt  doctrines  in  regard  to 
puniijhment,  which  prevailed  among  the  Jews  in  his  day ;  nor 
could  they  have  underftood  him  as  approbating  or  favoring  their 
ideis  on  that  subject.     If  they  taught  tne  doctrine  of  Endless  Mis- 
ery, and  Jesus  desired  them  to  understand  him  as  inculcating  the 
same,  why  did  he  not  use  the  same  words .'  The  fact  that  he  chose 
different  phraseology,  shows  that  he  wished  them  to  know  he  taught 
a  different  doctrine. 

We  have  seen  that  when  Jesus  spoke  of  the  time  that  punish- 
ment should  endure,  he  used  the  words  aionios.  That  this  word 
was  genefaily  understood  among  the  Jews  as  signifying  limited 
duration,  is  evident  from  the  manner  in  which  Josepheus  uses  it. 
He  usually  applies  it  to  the  affairs  of  the  present  life.  Thus  he 
speaks  of  the  atonies  name  which  the  Patriarchs  left  behind  them 
— of  the  aionios  glory  of  the  Jewish  nation  and  heroes — of  the 
aionios  reputation  of  Herod — of  the  aionios  memorial  which  he 
erected — of  the  aionios  worship  in  the  Temple  of  Jerusalem— of 
the  aionios  imprisonment  to  wnich  John  the  Tyrant,  was  condem- 
ned by  the  Romans,  etc.  In  alt  these  cases  aionios  is  need  by  Jo- 
sephus,  in  a  limited  or  indefinite  sense — showing  that  such  was 
its  usual  signification  in  the  days  of  the  Savior.  Hence  the  simple 
imet  that  CKrist  applied  skmion  to  ptnushment,  was  no  evidence  to 
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tke  Jew«,  that  ha  gave  the  least  coanteimnce  lo  the  iilea  that  k 
would  m  any  case  be  endless.  Philo,  the  E^ptiaa  J^w,  who  wm 
a  believer  in  endless  punishment,  lo  express  its  endlessness,  as  we 
have  seen,  used  the  words  atbanatos  and  ateleuteto^  At  the  sane 
time,  he  used  aionios  in  a  limited  sense.  In  describing  an  injory 
with  which  an  offended  neij^hbor  will  pursue  us,  if  we  iocur  lus 
hatred,  he  denominates  that  injury*  which  can  be  but  temporal^  as 
aionios  kolasis. 

USAGEOFAIONION  AND  AIOKIOS  AMONO  TB£  CflRISTlAlf  FjlTBCSJ. 

— It  will  afford  no  little  light  on  the  meaning  we  should  gtre  tlief« 
words,  as  used  in  the  Scriptures,  to  ascertain  the  manner  ia  which 
the  early  Christian  Fathers,  who  succeeded  the  Apostles^    under- 
stood  them.      We  have  seen  that  Jesus  and  the  Apostles  theas* 
selves,  fre^uentl}'  used  aioiiion  and  aionios,  to  express  a  limited 
period — a  time  that  came  to  an   end.    Jesua^ofteo  spoke  of  the 
end  of  the  aionios,  or  world. — (Matt.  xiii.  39.)     St.  Paul  declared 
that  the  end  of  the  aionion,  [world.] — (Heb.  ix.  26,)  and  the  tot^ 
of  the  aionion  [world,]~(l  Cor.  x.  11,)  had  come,  in  his  day.     It 
is  evident  the  Christians,  in  the  earliest  ages  after  Christ,  beneved 
aionion  punishment,  was  a  limited  punishment.    In  the  **  Sybil- 
I'ne  Oracles,"  which  were  extant  150  years  after  Christ,  the  doc- 
trine of  Universal  Salvation  was  distinctly  taught.    Yet  they  in- 
culcated the  belief  in  aionion  punishment — showing  plainly  that 
they  understood  aionion  as  signifying  limited  duration.     ClemcBS 
Alexandrinus,  Origen,  and  other  celebrated  fathers,  inthe  early  a|pea 
of  the  church,  who  were  well-known  and  open  believers  aad  de- 
fenders of  the  final  salvation  of  all  mankind,  were  in  the  frequent 
habit  of  applying  aionion  and  aionios  to  punishment.   They  spoke 
of  aionion  (everlasting)  punishment,  aionion  fire,  aionion  death, 
in  precisely  the  same  terms  that  the  Savior  used  :  yet  they  sinply 
meant  a  long  punishment,  and  not  an  endless  one.     Considenng 
the  early  age  in  which  they  lived,  this  is  strong  evidence  that  the 
same  phrnses  vrere  used  by  the  Savior  and  the  Apostles,  to  denote 
Hmitea  punishment.     This  is  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  one  of 
the  oldest  Greek  lexicons,  writtea  after  the  days  of  the  Apostles. 
I  call  the  attention  of  my  friend  to  this  fact,  and  sbk  an  explana- 
tion in  agreement  with  his  theory.     Mr,  Goodwin  says,   «*Hcsy. 
chius,  a  Lexicographer  of  either  the  fourth  or  sixth  century,  is  the 
oldest  to  which  i  have  had  access.     Uis  definition  of  aion  isfery 
short,  and  makes  no  allusion  whatever,  to  any  sense  of  eternity  ia 
this  word." 

In  view  oi  the  critical  examination  I  have  given  of  the  Origin 
and  scripture  usage  of  aion  and  its  derivatives,  it  must  be  mani- 
fest to  all  candid  minds,  that  their  general  meaning,  is  not  ewUta 
time.  Their  primitive  signification  ia  **  confiniioti^,'*  uninttrup* 
ted',^^  and  as  to  c/urafion  their  meaning  is  *Mndefinite^'  **unre- 
vealed.*'  From  this  primal  signification  sometimes  extends,  oo 
the  pne  hand  to  a  meaning  of  strictly  and  literally  endless  tunei 
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as  whea  applied  to  God,  or  any  of  his  attributes.  On  the  othei 
hand,  they  are  frequently  used  in  a  sense  more  or  less  limited — 
as  an  age,  or  man's  life  time,  and  even  three  da^s. — (Jonah  ii.  6.) 
Because  these  words  are  used  in  a  limited  sense  in  some  Lnstaaces, 
it  does  not  follow  that  they  limit  the  existence  of  God  when  ap- 
plied to  him.  Nor  because  they  signify  strictly  endless  when 
indicating  the  being  of  Jehovah,  is  it  an  evidence  they  have  the 
same  meaning:  of  eudlesness  when  connected  with  man  or  the 
punishments  inflicted  on  him.  Aionios  and  aionion  are  used  as 
adjectives  when  applied  to  punishment.  It  is  well  known  that 
the  same  adjective  nas  very  different  meanings,  when  qualifying 
different  nouns.  We  speak  of  a  great  nut  and  a  great  mountain. 
Does  the  fact  that  *' great"  is  applied  to  both  these  nouns,  prove 
that  a  nut  is  as  large  as  a  mountain  ! !  This  is  the  reasoning 
of  many  astute  philologists  of  the  evangelical  school.  The  sim- 
ple fact  that  aionios  when  applied  to  God,  who  is  eternal  in  his 
own  nature,  signifies  endless  duration,  they  gravely  urge  as  evi- 
dence tjiat  it  means  endless  duration,  when  used  to  qualify  pun- 
ishment, which  has  nothing  necessarily  endless  in  its  nature. 
The  substantives  mountain  and  wuf,  qualify  the  adjective  greai^ 
quite  as  much  as  the  latter  does  the  former.  On  the  seme  prin- 
eiple>  the  adjectives  aionios  and  aionion,  are  qualified  in  respect 
to  the  amount  of  duration  they  express,  by  the  nature  of  the  being, 
object,  or  subject,  they  describe.  An  understanding  of  these 
plain  ifacts,  opens  the  way  for  the  adoption  of  the  following— 

RULE. — When  aionios  or  aionton  is  applied  that  which  con- 
tains within  itself  eternal  existence,  then  it  necessarily  singifies  lit- 
erally time  without  end.  As  when  applied  to  God  in  Rev.  iv.  10 
— "  Worship  him  that  liveth  forever  and  ever,"  (tons  aionas  ton 
aionon.)  Or  when  applied  to  God's  attributes — "  His  mercy  en- 
dureth  forever."  (aionos.)  But  when  applied  to  that  which  doee 
not  in  itself  possess  endless  duration  then  aionion  or  aionios  doesi 
not  import  that  quality  of  time  to  it,  but  signifies  simply  duration, 
longer  or  shorter  as  the  nature  of  the  subject  reqjiires.  In  relation 
to  the  duration  of  the  Jewish  Priesthood,  aionion  signified  some 
thousands  of  years.  In  reference  to  Jewish  slaves  it  signified  a 
life  lime.     In  relation  to  Jonah  it  signified  but  three  days! ! 

Admissions  of  orthodox  Commentators. — McKnight  says  of 
[aionion,  aioninos] — "  These  words  being  ambiguous,  are  always 
to  be  understood  according  to  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the 
things  to  which  they  are  applied  *  *  *  I  mtist  be  so  candid 
as  to  acknowledge,  that  the  use  of  these  terms  forever,  eternal, 
and  everlasling,  in  other  passages  of  scripture,  shows  that  they 
who  understand  these  words  in  a  limited  sense  when  applied  to 
punishmuet  put  NO  FORCED  interpretation  upon  them."  This  is 
the  voluntary  testimony  of  one  of  the  most  learned  of  the  English 
commentators.  Alexander  Campbell  says  of  aion — "  Its  radical 
idea  is  indefinite  duration." 
29 
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Profesor  Stuart,  says  that  *^ai(m  in  the  New  Testament,  most 
tisually  means  an  indefinite,  unlimited  period  of  time.  ♦  *  ♦ 
The  different  shades  by  "which  the  word  is  rendered,  depend  on 
the  ohject  with  which  aion  is  associated,  or  to  which  it  has  rela- 
tion, rather  than  to  any  difference  in  the  real  meaning^  of  the 
word.  *  ♦  ♦  *  The  question  where  the  words  are  to  hare 
the  meaning  of  absolute  eternity,  and  where  the  sense  of  ancient 
or  very  old,  is  always  to  be  determined  by  the  naturg  of  the  case, 
i.  e.  by  the  context ! !  " 

Rev.  John  Foster,  the  most  eminent  Baptist  minister  in  the  worM, 
g2iyg — (t  I  hope  it  is  not  presumptuous  to  take  advantage  of  tke 
fact,  that  the  terms  everlasting,  eternal,  forever,  whether  origiaal 
or  translated,  are  often  employed  in  the  Bible,  as  well  as  other 
writings,  under  ^at  and  various  limitations  of  import,  and  are 
thus  withdrawn  from  the  predicament  of  necessarily  and  abeo- 
lutely  mcaninjg  a  strictly  endless  duration  !  The  limitation  is  of- 
ten, indeed,  pminly  marked  by  the  nature  of  the  subject..  In  oth- 
er instances  the  words  are  used  with  a  ngurative  iodefiniteBeK> 
which  leaves  the  limitation  to  be  made  by  some  general  rule  of 
reason  and  proportion  »  *  *  *  J  therefore  conclude  tkat 
a  LIMITED  interpretation  is  authorized ! !"— [Fosters  Letter  to  a 
Young  Minister.] 

In  this  critical  investigation,  I  have  been  actuated  solely  by  a 
desire  to  obtain  a  correct  understanding  of  the  wr  rds  under  eon- 
aideration.  We  have  seen  that  these  words  possess  a  variety  of 
meanings,  as  used  in  the  Bible,  and  express  different  periods 
of  time,  from  an  age  down  to  three  days.  I  think  I  can  eoosic- 
tently  claim  that  words  eo  indefinite  in  their  meaning,  cannot 
yield  any  support  to  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment.  Merely 
to  introduce  passages  of  scripture  where  ainoion,  or  aioniot^ 
(forever,  eternal,  everlasting) — occur  in  connection  with  punish- 
ment, fire,  damnation,  (condemnation,)  or  other  words  in  reference 
to  chastisement,  cannot  be  of  avail  to  my  opponent.  Occnrin;; 
as  they  very  frequently  do,  throughout  the  Bible,  in  a  limiied  sense, 
he  cannot  be  allowed  to  auume  that  they  mean  endiest^  when  af> 
plied  to  punishments  inflicted  on  the  wicked.  I  insist  that  bv  all 
rules  of  just  interpretation^  he  must  show  in  instances  where  he 
(quotes  Buch  passages  that  there  is  a  necessity  of  giving  these 
words  a  meanme  oif  endless  time,  from  the  nature  of  the  case  ia 
which  they  are  found.  In  other  words,  he  must  show  that  there 
is  something  in  the  nature  of  punishment,  which  makes  it  neoet- 
earily  and  unavoidably  endless,  before  he  can  claim  that  aionion 
(forever,)  applied  to  it,  has  the  signification  of  lime  without  end. — 
[  Time  expired. 
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[MR.  HOLMES*  TENTH  fPEECB.] 

Before  proceeding;  with  my  main  argument,  I  vrill  derote  a  short 
time  to  a  few  points  of  limited  importance  in  my  friend's  fast 
speech.  He  says,  **  the  judgment  of  God  is  in  this  world."  That 
GoJ  performs  a  work  of  judgment  in  this  world,  is  a  fact  I  haye 
not  only  admitted,  but  argued  lor.  As  the  present  is  a  state  of 
retribution,  it  must  in  the  same  sense,  and  to  the  same  extent,  be 
a  state  of  judgment.  Retribution  and  judgment  always  go  to- 
gether. I  have  also  established,  by  arguments  which  Mr.  Austin 
caiHiot  disprove,  that  this  world  is  not  a  state  of  perfect  retribu- 
tion :  that  is,  that  the  retributions  of  God  run  over  into  eternity, 
and  find  their  perfection  and  completion  there.  Hence,  though  We 
see  the  incipient  and  preliminary  stages  of  God's  work  of  judg- 
*  inent  in  this  world,  the  final  completion,  perfection,  decision  and 
vindieaiion  of  the  wholes  is  to  be  looked  for  in  another  world. 
With  direct  reference  to  this  fact,  the  scriptures  speak  of  *^  the 
judgment'' — "  the  day  of  judgment"  —the  "  judgment  to  come" — 
"the  day  in  which  God  will  judge  the  secrets  of  men*'— "the 
judgment  seat  of  Christ" — and  also,  that  God  *^  hath  appointed  a 
day  in  the  which  he  will  judge  the  world."  Moreover,  I  have 
understood  Mr.  Austin  virtually  to  admit,  that  sinners  will  be 
punished  in  the/i»lur«  etote. 

Mr.  Austin. — When  have  I  said  sol 

Mm.  HoiJARS. — Perhaps  the  gentleman  has  not  said  so,  in  so 
many  words,  but  I  have  understood  him  to  tise  language  in  some 
of  his  speeches  which  implies  as  much.  If  I  am  wrong  in  this, 
I  am  quite  willing  to  he  corrected.  I  am  pleased  to  get  Mr.  Aus- 
tin to  define  his  position  on  this  point  in  any  way,  negpuively  or 
pontively,  directly  or  indirectly.  I  have  pressed  him  to  this 
point,  as  you  all  know,  repeatedly ;  and  why  he  has  not  seen  fit 
to  respond  in  a  satisfactory  manner  before  thi»  late  stage  in  the 
discussion,  you  can  understand  without  difficulty.  From  this 
time  I  shall  understand  Mr.  Austin  as  denying  all  future  punish- 
ment, unless  he  shall  distinctly  notify  me  to  the  contrary.  It 
will,  therefore,  devolve  on  him  to  reconcile  this  denial  with  the 
seeming  admissions  he  has  made,  from  time  to  time,  of  future  pun- 
ishment, and  also  to  refute  the  arguments  I  have  adduced,  and 
shall  still  bring  forward  to  sustain  this  fact.  He  must  do  this  in 
order  to  remove  the  doctrine  of  a  future  judgment.  Besides  the 
direct  and  positive  proof  of  a  future  and  general  judgment,  all  the 
evidence  in  support  of  future  punishment,  also,  sustains  the  same 
scriptural  truth.  If  ^ere  be  future  punishment,  there  must  be 
future  judgment ;  otherwise,  we  have  punishment  without  law, 
and  retribution  without  justice. 

Mr.  Austin  says  I  build  my  argument  for  the  doctrine  of  fu- 
ture judgment  cm  the  book  of  Eevel»tioa--^iiotes  Ckrka,  vrho 
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Bays  he  does  not  understand  it,  and  then  proceeds  to  Ampanigt 
the  book  ais  authority  on  doctrinal  subjects.    To  all  this  I  reply, 

1.  I  have  not  built  any  argument  on  the  book  of  ReTelatioB 
alone^  though  I  repard  it  as  good  and  unimpeachcd  authority  oa 
any  subject  of  which  it  speaks,  and  bow  wkh  deference  to  its 
teachings.  I  have  quoted  only  three  or  four  passages  from  this 
book,  during  this  discussion ;  and  these  are  not  obscure,  but  re- 
late to  subjects  abundantly  and  most  plainly  revealed  ia  other 
ports  of  the  Bible.  The  great  body  of  my  scripture  proofs  have 
been  drawn  from  other  parts  of  the  divine  "  oracles." 

2.  Clarke^s  declaration,  that  he  did  not  understand  this  hook, 
had  no  reference  to  the  passages  which  have  been  quoted  by  me. 
These  were  perfectly  plain  to  him,  and  he  applies  them  just  as  I 
have  done.  He  made  this  remark  in  regard  to  its  prophetic,  fig- 
urative and  symbolical  representations.  Though  the  book  of 
Revelation,  as  a  a  tehole,  is  obscure,  and  perhaps  has  never  been 
fully  understood  by  any  one  who  has  attempted  to  explain  it;  yet 
there  are  part$  of  it,  which  relate  to  personal  religion,  and  the 
application  of  gospel  principles,  which  are  as  plain  and  easy  to 
be  understood,  as  any  other  portion  of  the  divine  record. 

3.  In  my  friend's  scriptural  argument  for  the  salvation  of  all 
men,  he  thought  it  perfectly  proper  to  quote  from  the  book  of 
Revelation,  and  the  little  pamphlet  denominated  a  ^  hundred  ar- 
guments," which  he  has  extolled  so  highly,  contains  a  nunber 
of  quotations  from  the  same  book.  This  book  is  of  good  author- 
ity, and  it  is  perfectly  proper  to  quote  it,  wherever  a  passage  caa 
be  found,  which,  by  hook  or  crook,  can  bo  pressed  into  the  servica 
of  Universalism.  But  when  I  be^in  to  adduce  its  dear  and  deci- 
ded  testimonies  to  fortify  my  positioovthe  gentleman  has  «il  on 
a  suddan,  made  an  astonishtng  discovery  1  This  book  of  Reve- 
lation is  obscure — tiot  to  he  understood — and  cannot  be  deftmded 
upon  as  legitimate  authority ! ! ! !  Truly^  the  old  adage  la  cor- 
rect, '^  circumstances  alter  cases."  The  gentleman  has  denhon- 
strated  to  us,  that  he  understands  the  di&renoe  between  '"•meuwt*' 
and  '*tiittm ;"  and  that  his  cause. has  a  this  9%de^  without  a  lAol 
side. 

Mr.  Austin  repeats  again,  the  stale  and  stereotyped  attaertioa 
of  Universalism,  that  my  doctrine  sends  people  to  heil  before  they 
are  guilty.  Surely,  a  drowning  man  will  catch  at  a  straw.  Are 
not  all  sinners  guilty  now  7  And  will  thev  not  remain  so,  as  long 
as  they  remain  sinners  7  And  suppose  they  die  in  sin?  as  thou- 
sands do,  carrving  their  sinful  character  with  them  into  eternity, 
and  suppose  there  is  in  the  future  state  a  pkce  which  the  Bihle 
sometimes  denominates  hell,  where,  according  to  Jude  6 :  2  Pet. 
iL  4f  9,  the  unjust  are  **  tetsrved  unto  the  day  of  judgment  to  he 
punished,"  will  it  follow  that  sinners  are  sent  to  heU  before  iWy 
are  guilty  1  Nor  is  the  case  alter^  matesially,  if  we  adopc  the 
Univanolist  action  of  heil.    If  the  annec.csrries  hie  hell  with 
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liiiii>  as  lie  prosecuted  hm  ednful  ccmrsep  he  trill  remain  ia  bell  m 
long  as  he  remains  sinful.  And  if  he  is  transferred  to  the  fixture 
'world  without  repentance  and  reformation,  he  is  in  hell  still : 
does  it  follow,  therefore,  that  he  is  sent  to  hell  before  he  is  guiltyi 
The/ft//  ^ndJhuU  execution  of  the  sentence  is  delayed^  for  reasons 
required  by  the  government,  and  to  allow  time  for  the  operation 
of  that  system  of  grace  and  mercy  which  has  for  its  object,  AeW- 
xenknct  Jrorn  final  condemnaiioTtj  of  all  such  as  embrace  the  ofTers 
of  salvation.  This  subject  has  been  so  thoroughly  discussed  al- 
ready, that  to  spend  farther  time  upon  it  seems  altogether  unne- 
cessary. There  are  a  few  other  particulars  which  should  have 
been  noticed  before,  but  hare  been  inadvertently  passed  over. 

In  Mr.  An8tin*s  third  speech  on  this  question,  he  was  seized 
with  what  the  Latins  would  call  ^^furor^^  in  regard  to  the  subject 
of  total  depravity.  While  in  that  .«tate  oi  mind  he  made  a  num- 
ber of  declarations,  and  performed  some  logical  feats  which  may 
demand  a  passing  notice. 

1.  He  says  I  have  contradicted  myself  on  this  point,  since,  in 
my*  *^  ninth  reply  on  the  second  auestion,  I  distinctly  repadiated  the 
doctrine  of  total  depravity.^'  To  this  I  answer,  I  have  no  where 
repudiated  the  doctrine  ci  total  depravity,  as  I  have  explained  it 
in  connection  with  this  question,  much  less  hare  I  done  so  in  my 
ninth  reply  on  the  second  question,  where  I  did  not  so  much  as 
name  the  subject  at  all. 

2.  He  says,  according  to  the  doctrine  ti  depravity  as  jancftonecf 
by  ms,  the  infant  whom  the  mother  looks  upon  as  the  purest  pic- 
ture of  innocence  that  earth  can  afiord — is  an  iNciaKATi:  Picks  ! 
Perhaps  the  gentleman  really  thoug:ht  he  was  uttering  the  trvth. 
I  will  not  say  he  did  not,  since  it  is  impossible  to  tell  what  freaks 
bis  imagination  played  while  his  mental  phrenzycohtinued.  As 
a  proof  that  my  friend  was  not  in  ^  rood  case'*  when  he  m^ 
that  remark.  I  need  only  state  that  he  has  elsewhere  declared, 

'  that  on  my  principles,  infants  come  into  the  world  in  a  state  of 
**  Moral  Pdbitt."  Now,  these  declarations  are  so  far  from  be* 
iflg  both  true,  that  they  4i^  really  both  false.  I  am  neither  re- 
sponsible for  the  one,  nor  the  other.  But  what  i  hare  said  ainl 
endeavored  to  make  plain,  is  in  substance  as  follows: 

1.  Infants  are  not  fofof/y  depraved^  because  subjects  of  the 
unconditional  benefits  of  tbe  alonement  of  Christ,  who  is  Che 
*^  true  light  which  lighteth  every  man  thftt  Cometh  into  the  world.** 
—(John  i.  9.) 

2.  Infants  are  not  bom  in  a  stiite  of  moral  purity,  because  they 
possess  a  nature  that  has  sinful  tendencies.  The  moral  nature 
IS  perverted,  and  shows  its  sinful  bent  at  the  early  stages  of  men- 
tal development.  Every  mother  in  this  assembly  is  a*  witness  to 
the  truth  of  this  remark. — (Job  xiv.  4.) 

S.  Infants  are  horn  in  a  state  of  justification.  By  ^is  I  mean, 
they  are  not  penonaily  guilty  on  Account  of  that  original  oin  by 
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which  the  world  is  enthralled,  and  the  natxire  of  man  peiYef(e4. 
Yet  they  need  the  benefit  of  that  inward  change,  denominated  in 
scripture  regeneration^  or  beinar  ^^hom  again.'^  Chris*  uncondi- 
tionally justifies,  and  the  Holy  Spirit  sanctifies  an4  oaresall  aoch 
as  die  in  a  state  of  infancy.  Hence  Christ  says>  *'  of  soch  \%  the 
kingdom  of  heaven/'     See  aJso  (Rom.  v.  IS.) 

4.  Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  know  with  what  propriety  I  can  ex- 
hQrt  a  "  being  totally  deprared  to  repent  and  reform.*'  I  answer, 
I  never  exhorted  such  a  being  to  repent,  nor^io  I  know  that  I 
ever  saw  one.    The  gospel  makes  no  claims  upon  such  beings. 

.Though  all  men  are  by  nature  destitute  of  pow^  to  do  worka  of 
righteousness,  yet,  by  the  atonement,  are  they  so  far  raised  above, 
and  oat  of  the  disabilities  of  their  naturai  moral  $faie,  as  to  be 
furnished  with  gracious  ability  to  repent  and  do  Works  meet  tot 
repentance.  Hence,  when  the  go^>el  comes  to  tbe  sinner,  de- 
manding faith  and  obedience,  it  nods  him  already  supplied  with 
gracious  aid  to  the  extent  of  his  obligationa  to  obey.  I  wonder 
where  the  gentleman  learned  his  theology. 

5.  Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  know  how  a  being  totally  depraved 
can  grow  worse  and  worse.  Answer.  I  have  not  said  a  totally 
depraved  being  would  become  ''  more  and  more  sinful*''  though  I 
believe  such  a  declaration  would  be  perfectly  troe.  It  is  just  as 
proper  to  say  that  the  depraved  man  may  ^^grow  worse  and 
worse,"  as  that  the  Christian  man  may  become  better  and  better. 
As  the  Christian  who  has  obtained  freedom  from  all  sinful  ten- 
dencies, in  his  glorified  and  sanctified  condition  in  heavent  may, 
nevertheless,  rise  in  holiness,  and  improve  and  expand  his  intel- 
lectual and  moral  powers,  so  the  man  who  may  have  cut  loose 
from  all  moral  restraints^  and  given  himself  up  to  *•'  work  all  un- 
cleanness  with  greediness,"  may  also  find  a  correspondii^  ratio 
of  inerease  in  the  inveteracy  of  his  moral  disease,  and  the  perfec- 
tion of  his  depraved  propensities. 

6.  Mr.  Austin  thinks  we  have  sufficient  proof  that  all  men  will 
be  finally  holy  and  happy,  in  the  fact  that  some  of  the  most  de- 
praved do  reform  in  this  life.  Now,  if  there  beany  soundness  in 
this  argument,  it  is  as  strong  for  me  as  for  him.  His  argunieBt 
is,  that  because  some  men  reform  in  this  life,  therefore  a.i  men 
will  reform  in  another  life.  The  same  argument  turned  agaiust 
him  would  read,  because  some  men  degenerate  in  this  life,  there- 
fore all  men  will  degenerate  in  another  life.  The  coadusicm  is 
as  strong  in  one  case  as  in  the  other.  But  as  this  reasoning 
proves  too  much,  it  proves  nothing.  And  this  is  not  the  argument 
from  analogy,  as  the  rentleman  says.  It  is  a  mis-statement  of 
it — an  abuse  of  it.  The  argument  from  analogy  runs  thus  :  As 
sin  and  misery  now  exist  under  the  established  government  of 
God,  they  may  always  exist->as  the  happiness  of  man  is  often 
forfeited  entirtly  in  this  life,  so  may  it  be  in  the  life  to  come — as 
God's  government  punishes  men  tptthaut  remmi^  kert,  it  niay  do 


y  Google 


ON  BNDLBSa  PUNlSHJlBIfT.  619 

tlic  flame  hercttfter.    The  probability  of  this  can  only  be  over- 
come by  direct  and  positive  revelation.    But  another  defect  in  Mr. 
Austin's  reasoning  is,  that  he  overlooks  the /act  that  all  the  moral 
improvement  effected  in  this  world,  is  by  the  efficacy  of  those 
gracious  agencies  which  arise  out  of  the  atonement ;  and  that 
those  who  persevere  in  their  depravity,  do  so  in  fpite  of  the  mocal 
means  employed  ta  reform  them,  and  render  their  condition  more 
desperate  on  that  account.    To  correspond  with  these  facts,  the 
gentleman's  argument  ought  to  be  stated  thus :     Some  of  the 
most  depraved  are  reform^  in  this  world,  by  the  gracious  appli- 
ances of  the  gospel ;   there/ore,  those  who  reject  Christ,  and  all 
the  agencies  employed  for  their  salvation,  and  thereby  increase 
their  depravity  atui  guilt,  will,  in  another  world,  be  reformed  with- 
out any  of  these  influences.     What  desperate  resorts  are  required, 
to  sustain  a  desperate  cause?    How  different  this  from  the  doc- 
trine of  Paul  ?  who  says  in  regard  to  those  who  reject  Christ  will- 
fully— **  There  remaineth  no  more  sacrihce  for  sin,  but  a  certain 
fearful  looking  for  of  judgment,  and  fiery  indignation,  which  shall 
devour  the  adversaries." — (Heb.  x.  27.)    But  the  gentleman,  dis- 
satisfied with  his  own  reasoning,  enters  into  another  speculation. 
He  thinks  *•  thoughts  and  reflections,  a  mature  consideration  of 
the  past,"  &c.  awakened  by  »*  that  greatest  of  all  changes,  death," 
will  induce  a  sincere  and  genuine  repentance."    That  thoughts 
and  reflections  awakened  at  the  approach  of  death,  do  sometimes 
lead  to  repentance  I  have  no  doubt ;  though  in  these  cases,  sal- 
vation is  only  obtained  through  the  virtue  of  the  atonement.    But 
what  shall  we  do  with  the  numerous  instances  in  which  the  sin- 
ner renders  solemn  reflections  utterly  impossible?    Some  proceed 
deliberately,  and  with   "malice  aforethought,"   to  tlie  awful 
work  of  self-murder :    others,  by  a  course  of  depravity,  wreck 
their  constitutions,  throw  lliemselves  into  insanity,  and  in  that 
state  put  an  end  to  their  existence ;  and  still  others  spend  their 
lives  in  intemperance,  and  die  with  the  "delirium  tremens ;"  while 
yet  another  class  end  their  lives  in  deadly  strife,  with  depraved 
companions  in  the  secret  room  of  the  gambler,  or  in  obedience  to 
the  "  law  of  honor,"  voluntarily  risk  and  lose  their  lives  in  an 
attempt  to  take  the  life  of  a  fellow  being,  sustained,  by  shutting 
their  eyes  to  all  moral  and  religious  obligations,  or  it  may  be,  en- 
couraged, like  Cilley,  to  proceed  in  their  fiend-like  purpose  by  the 
principles  of  Universalism.     Where  are  the  thoughts  and  reflec- 
tions in  these  cases,  which  are  to  lead  to  genuine  repentance  1 
Not  yet  convinced  that  he  has  proved  his  point,  he  falls  back  on 
another  subterfuge,  which  contradicts  and  overturns  all  he  has 
said  before.     His  argument  here  is,  that  sin  arises  from  the 
"  promptings  of  our  animal  propensities"  and  "  tumultuous  pas- 
sions," which  exist  in  our  bodies  *-of  flesh  and  blood;"   but  at 
the  resurrection  we  shall  have  bodies  "  incorruptible,  powerful 
and  spiritual."    1  wonder  if  this  argument  imposed  upon  the  gen- 
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tleman  himself  t  Did  he  not  detect  the  incongTuity  between  this 
and  his  other  predicates  1  If  sin  has  its  orig^in  in  our  *^ animal 
propensities,*'  and  the  "  promptings  of  animal  natnre,*'  what  has 
the  ffospel  to  do  with  huma|i  salvation  }  and  why  should  my 
friend  talk  so  much  of  moral  means,  the  influence  of  the  Spirit* 
solemn  thoughts,  reflections,  &c.  ?  Nothing  can  avail  to  conreit 
the  sinner  to  a  righteous  man,  but  a  radical  change  of  hia  physi* 
eal  constitution ;  and  this  must  be  effected,  if  at  all,  not  by  moral 
means,  but  by  physical  laws.  Can  faith  destroy  animal  propen- 
flities  ?  Can  mental  or  moral  processes  work  a  radical  chai^  ia 
the  laws  of  our  bodily  nature  i  If  the  gentleman's  view  of  the 
origin  of  sin  be  correct,  it  is  manifest  that  death  must  be  our  Sa« 
Tior.  We  are  sinners*  because  we  have  bodies  of  flesh  and  blooi*, 
and  must  renmin  so  until  the  body  is  dead.  Our  only  hope  is  in 
death.  He  who  has  so  long  set  ^^  perched  upon  his  throne  ol 
skulls,"  and  with  his  iron  teeth  has  gnawed  the  flesh  and  ground 
the  bones  of  millions,  must  come  to  our  aid.  One  touch  of  his  po- 
tent arm  will  lay  our  bodies.and  our  sins  low  m  the  grave  I ! 

In  connection  with  this  subject,  Mr.  Austin  has  talked  of  the 
facilities  for  reforming  the  sinner  in  another  world — *'  the  new 
scenes  and  associations  into  which  death  will  usher  them."  A 
•*  mature  consideration  of  the  past,  its  errors  and  sufleriags,^*  Stc, 
he  contends,  will  lead  the  most  sinful  to  genuine  repentance.  Now 
look  at  this  in  connection  with  the  notion  of  which  we  have  just 
spoken,  viz.  that  sin  arises  out  of  the  body — the  effect  of  '*  ani- 
mal propensities"  and  "promptings."  The  body  is  dead,  and  con^ 
sequently  all  sin  is  dead,  and  yet  the  sinner  is  to  be  reformed  by 
'*  new  scenes  and  associations,"  and  memopes  of  the  past ! ! !  I 
What  need  of  reformatory  influence^*,  after  we  have  throwo  off 
our  sinful  natures  and  escaped  from  tlA  promptings  of  sinful  prt>> 
Densities  ?  O  logic !  what  strange  gyrations  men  have  perpetrated 
m  thy  name ! !  Mr.  Austin  says  the  doctrines  of  the  trinity,  vi- 
carious atonement,  total  depravity,  etc.,  were  brought  into  the 
church  during  the  dark  ages.  In  making  out  his  case,  he  first 
quotes  history  to  prove  what  no  one  has  ever  thought  of  disputing, 
tnat  there  was  a  time  in  the  history  of  the  church  and  world,  de- 
nominated **dark  ages."  He  in  the  next  place  eoes  into  a  sya- 
tematic  effort  to  prove  what  is  equally  indisputable,  and  has  ne- 
ver been  denied,  that  there  were  in  the  third  and  fourth  centuiies, 
certain  philosophers  who  sought  to  corrrupt  the  doctrines  of  reli- 
gion by  an  admixture  of  the  philosophic  notions  of  heathenisDi. 
These  two  points  being  established,  he  forthwith  draws  hia  coi»-> 
elusion  that  the  trinity,  vicarious  atonement,  total  depravity^  etkd* 
less  punishment,  etc.,  were  brought  into  the  church  at  that  time. 
To  this  I  reply  in  two  remarks.  1.  Those  Christian  or  sesxt- 
Christian  philosophers  who  corrupted  the  gospel,  were  led  on  by 
Origen,  whose  method  of  interpretation  they  adopted.  All  eecle- 
•ia»tical  historians  unite  in  placing  him  at  the  head  of  this  '^  spec* 


y  Google 


•s  S1CBLS98  ruitisBMBirr.        *  681 

nlative  tribe."    The  corruptions  incorporated  with  Christian  truth, 
from  the  third  to  the  fifth  century,  came  in  through  the  instru- 
mentality of  Oripen,  and  Mosheim  and  other  historians  declare 
that  he  derived  his  philosophy  from  Plato.     Among  these  cor- 
ruptions was  the  doctrine  of  pur^iitorial  punishment,  or  that  sin- 
ners mighl  escape  from  the  punishment  of  hell.     The  very  man 
whom  Universalists  are  most  proud  to  own  as  a  defender  of  their 
faith,  is  more  responsible  for  the  ancient  corruptions  of  Christian- 
ity, than  any  other  one  man.     Goodrich  says  of  him,  *'  he  was  a 
learned  man,  but  mo:it  unsafe  gaidt^ — he  held  to  a  '^  hidden  sense 
of  the  scriptures,  and  endeavored  to  give  this,  but  always  at  the 
expense  of  truth.''     My  second  remark  is,  that  neither  the  trinity, 
vicariousatonement.  total  depravity,  nor  endless  punishment,  were 
introduced  into  the  church  during  the  dark  ages.     We  might 
leave  the  subject  just  here,  since  Mr.  Austin  has  not  adduced  the 
slightest  testimony  to  prove  his  assertion.     So  far  as  we  have 
any  clear  and  satisfactory  account  of  the  doctrines  of  the  church 
for  the  first  three  or  four' hundred  years,  it  goes  to  the  point  that 
the  doctrines  above  alluded  to,  were  generally,  not  to  say  uni- 
formly, embraced   in  the  church.     This  fact,  so  far  as  relates  to 
future  and  endless  punishment,  we  shall  notice  more  at  large 
hereafter.     That  the  trinity  was  a  doctrine  of  the  church  in  the 
second  century,  is  plain  from  a  fact  stated  by  Mosheim,  viz.  *^the 
Christian  doctrines  concerning  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Ghost, 
and  the  two  natures  united  in  our  blessed  Savior,  were  by  no 
tneans  reconcilable  with  the  tenets  of  the  sages  and  doctors  of  Greece, 
who  therefore  endeavored  to  explain  them  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  render  ihem  comprehensible^    Here  we  have  Greek  philoso- 
phers caviling  with  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity — the   very  men 
whom  Mr.  Austin  asserts  brought  this  doctrine  into  the  church. 
Another  historian  says — '^From  the  writings  of  Justin,  Clement, 
Theophilus,  Ireneus,  Tertulian  and  others,  we  have  abundant  evi- 
dence that  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  was  Uroagly  asserted  by  the 
^;:  church  in  this  [second]  century,  against  the  sectaries  of  every  de- 

J  nomination.'' — (Ruter's  Ecclesiastical  History,  page  39.)     On  the 

^\         other  hand,  nothing  is  better  supported  by  the  united  testimony 
]jf         of  church  hi.storians,  than  that  the  peculiar  notions  of  Origen 
^         were  innovations  upon  the  established  faith  of  the  church. 
jj  Having  detained  you  thus  long  with  these  incidental  matters, 

\$  r  will  return  again  to  the  point  at  which  I  left  the  scriptural  ar- 
f^  gument.  My  next  step  is,  that  the  scriptures  represent  the  ha^- 
■\a  piness  of  the  wicked  as  confimd  to  this  world,  and  that  in  this 
■'j        respect  they  have 

^  ,^  THEIR  PORTION  IN  THIS  LIFE. 

:  '  (Pa.  xvii.  14.) — Here  the  Psalmist  prays,  deliver  my  soul,  O 

' '^  Lord,  "  from  men  who  have  their  portion  in  this  life,  and  whose 
32''        belly  thou  iillest  with  thy  bid  treasure."    This  ii  that  clati  of 
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metk  whdm  Job  (xxi.  14,)  Ttpresents  as  wying  to  God,  «•  dcpsit 
from  UP,  for  we  desire  not  the  knowledge  of  tny  ways,  Wbat  b 
the  Almighty,  that  we  should  serve  him  %  and  what  profit  should 
we  hare,  if  we  pray  unto  him  1"  In  roost  cases  they  iivc  loag;  be- 
come "  miffhty  m  power :"  they  succeed  in  crery  earthly  uader- 
taking,  and  tneir  seed  is  established  in  their  sight. — (Tei»e  8.) 
'*  They  spend  their  dajrs  in  wealth,  and  in  a  moment  go  down  to 
the  grflve.'^  He  moreover  says,  "  the  rod  of  God  is  not  qmm 
them,*'  that  is,  they  are  not  punished  in  this  life,  nor  ev^  affiio> 
ted  as  other  men.  They  have  chosen  the  world  for  tbdr  foe- 
TioN,  and  God  allows  them  to  have  their  choice*  But  wken  they 
die,  »» their  expectation  perisheth." 

David  describes  the  same  class  of  men,  as  the  **«igodly  who 
prosper  in  the  world  :  they  increase  in  riches.**  He  says,  •*  they 
are  not  in  trouble  as  other  men,  neither  are  thev  plagtied  like  oth- 
er men.*'  In  the  18th  verse  of  73d  Psahn,  he  describes  their 
<*^if."  <' Surely  thou  didst  set  them  in  riippery  places,  thou 
eastedst  them  down  to  destruction.  How  are  they  brought  iate 
-desolation  as  in  a  moment !  they  are  utteiiy  consumed  with  ter- 
rors." St.  Paul  (Phil.  iii.  19,)  describes  a  similar  class  of  men, 
*'  whose  end  is  destruction,  whose  God  is  their  belly,  whose  r)o- 
ry  is  in  their  a^ame,  who  mind  earthly  things."  This  same  ctass 
of  persons  is  described  by  our  Lord  in  the  parable  of  the  rich 
man,  who  enlarged  his  bams  that  he  might  have  room  to  bestow 
his  goods.  '*Tbou  fool,  this  night  shall  thy  soul  be  recraired  of 
thee."  The  concluding  remark  is  very  significant.  **  Bo  is  he 
•that  layeth  up  treasure  for  himself*  [seeks  nis  portion  here]  and 
is  not  rich  towards  God." — (Luke  xii.  20.)  This  scriptural  view 
of  those  who  have  their  portion  in  this  life,  is  farther  illustrated 
in  the  account  our  Lord  gives  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarus.  The 
'rich  man  is  deecrit)ed  as  "  faring  sumptuously  every  day."  He 
was  "  clothed  in  purple  and  fine  linen."  In  his  **  life-ttme  he  had 
his  good  things;'-  his  portion  was  in  this  world.  He  chose  this 
as  his  BUfreme  good ;  hence,  when  called  to  leave  it,  he  left  his 
only  source  of  enjoyment,  *^and  in  hell  he  lifted  up  his  eyes,  be- 
ing in  torment."  We  need  not  multiply  exampiea  under  this 
head.  The  plain  import  of  all  this  is,  that  those  who  make 
worldly  wealth  and  sinful  pleasure  their  pursuit  and  tkitf  good^ 
forgetting  God,  and  neglectmg  and  contemning  religious  obliga* 
tions,  shall  have  no  portion  of  joy  or  happiness  beyond  that  state 
of  existence  in  which  their  chosen  portion  is  found.  Here  again, 
the  righteous  and  wicked  are  brought  in  direct  contrast.  The 
righteous  are  every  where  represented  as  being  introduced  at 
death  to  a  state  of  happiness,  and  the  enjoyment  of  a  clorious  re- 
ward ;  while  the  wicked  not  only  has  no  intimation  of  happiness 
hereafter,  but  it  is  said  of  him,  he  is  ^^driven  away  in  his  wicked- 
ness"—"is  consumed  with  terrors" — "goeth  down  into  destruc- 
tion"— "his  expectation  perisheth" — "his  hope  is  cut  off ! !  I*^ 
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Aaother  point  I  make  in  this  argument  is,  that  there  is  revealed 
to  us  in  the  scriptures 

A  PL\CB  OF  PUNISHMENT  IN  THE  FUTURE  WORLD- 

Tbe  terms  employed  in  the  holy  scriptures  to  designate  the  place 
of  future  punishment,  are  SheoL,  Hades,  Gehenna  and  Tartarui. 
The  term  sheol,  which  isHebiew,  is  always  translated  hades  in 
the  Septuagint,  which  is  a  Greek  version  of  the  Old  Testament. 
By  these  two  words  the  ancients  describe  the  state  of  the  dead, 
«ad  the  scriptures,  the  spirit  world.  They  are  not  in  their  pro- 
per sense  used  to  describe  the  grave^  but  the  unseen  and  invisible 
world.  Plato  described  Hades  as  the  invisible  world,  and  Plu- 
tarch as  a  dark  place  where  one  sees  nothing.  **  According  to 
the  notions  of  the  Jews,  says  Kitto,^eo/  or  hades  was  a  vast  re- 
ceptacle where  the  souls  of  the  dead  existed  in  a  separate  state 
until  the  resurrection  of  their  bodies.  The  region  of  the  blessed 
during  this  interval,  or  the  inferior  paradise,  mey  supposed  to  be 
in  the  upper  part  of  this  receptacle;  while  beneath  was  the  abyw 
or  gehenna  (tartarus)  in  which  the  souls  of  the  wicked  were  sub- 
jected to  punishment." 

•  Stewart  says,  (Essay  on  Future  Punishment,)  "while  the  Old 
Testament  employs  sheol,  in  most  places,  to  designate  the  grave, 
the  region  of  the  dead,  the  place  of  departed  spirits,  it  employs  it 
also,  in  some  cases,  to  designate  along  with  this  idea,  the  adjuntt 
one  of  the  place  of  miserv,  place  of  punishment,  region  of  woe." 
"In  this  respect,  says  Watson, (Theological  Dictionary,)  it  ac- 
cords fully  with  the  New  Testament  use  of  hades.  For  though 
hades  si^nilies  the  grave,  and  often  the  invisible  region  of  sepa- 
rate spirits,  without  reference  to  their  condition,  yet,  in  Lukexvi. 
23,  *'  m  hades  he  lifted  up  his  eyes,  being  in  toment,"  it  is  clear- 
ly used  for  a  place  and  condition  of  misery." 

The  term  Gehenna,  by  common  consent,  signifies  the  "  Valley 
of  Hinnom,"  a  place  near  Jerusalem  where  children  were  cruelly 
sacrificed  by  fire  to  Moloch,  the  idol  of  the  Ammonites.  As  in 
process  of  time  this  place  came  to  be  considered  an  emblem  of 
hell,  the  term  gehenna  is  frequently  employed  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament to  designate  the  place  of  punishment  reserved  for  the  wick- 
ed in  a  future  state. 

The  word  Tartarus,  from  the  Greek  '^artaros;'  is  but  once 
used  in  the  New  Testament.— (2  Pet.  ii.  4.)  It  is  borrowed  from  the 
ancients,  who  used  it  in  a  sense  corresponding  pretty  nearly  to 
the  signification  of  hades,  and  is  applied  by  St.  Peter  to  that  state 
of  darkness  and  misery  in  which  the  angels  that  sinned  are  re- 
served  "  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day."  That  both  sheol 
and  hades  are  employed  in  the  scriptures  to  designate  the  grave, 
is  a  fact  which  no  one  disputes ;  hence  Mr.  AustiJi  need  not  em- 
ploy argument  to  prove  it.  The  question  which  I  now  discuas, 
IS,  whether  these  words,  as  well  as  gdanna,  are  uaed  with  refer 
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encc  to  a  place  of  future  punishment.    I  say  tbcy  arc,  and  now 
proceed  to  adduce  the  proof.  ,    „  ,^  ^i  .  .    v  «  /  v 

Psalms  ix.  17. — "  The  wicked  shall  he  turned  into  hell  (she* 
t)10  and  all  the  nations  that  forget  God."  Neither  conscience, 
BOT  a  state  of  punishment  in  this  life,  nor  the  grave,  can  be  con- 
wstently  understood  here  as  the  signification  of  the  wofd  sheol. 
The  righteous  go  into  the  grave  as  well  aa  the  wicked,  and  th» 
wicked  no  more  than  the  righteous.  There  will  be  neither  force 
nor  appropriateness  in  the  declaration^  if  we  understai^  it  to  tt^ 
late  to  the  grave.  ,  ^       .       v  * 

Prov.  XV.  24. — "The  way  of  life  is  above  to  the  wise,  that 
iie  may  depart  from  hell  beneath:'  Here,  sheol  is  used  in  such  a 
conneclion.  that  it  would  destroy  the  antithesis,  and  do  violence 
to  the  construction  and  obvious  sense  of  the  whole  wissage,  te 
finderstimifl  hell  to  mean  the  grave.  (Prov.  v.  5.)—'*  Her  feet  go 
down  to  death,  her  steps  take  hold  on  hell."  On  this  Clarke  it* 
inarks,  »» First  the  death  of  the  body,  then  the  damnation  of  the 
soul."  (Prov.  ix.  18.)— "But  he  knoweth  not  that  the  dead  ase 
ihere ;  that  her  guests  are  in  the  depths  of  helV  (sheol.)  Some 
of  the  most  cmment  Biblical  scholars,  among  whom,  if  I  recol- 
lect right,  Dr.  Campbell  may  be  classed,  render  the  term  deaif, 
ghosts.  He  knoweth  not  that  the  ghosts  are  there,  that  her  gueate 
are  in  the  depths  of  (sheol,)  hell.  This  rendering  seems  required 
by  the  sense  of  the  passage.  To  suppose  it  to  refer  to  the  dead 
bodies  only  of  those  who  had  visited  her  haunt  of  vice,  would 
weaken  the  force,  and  be  inconsistent  with  the  design  of  the 
passage,  which  is  to  deter  A-om  vice,  by  a  consideration  of  its 
moral  results.  But  allow  the  passage  to  stand  as  it  does,  and 
sheol  must  be  understood  as  applied  to  a  place  of  future  woe. 

Prov.  xxiii.  14. — *•  Thou  shalt  beat,  him  with  a  rod,  and  shah 
deliver  his  soul  from  (sheol)  hell.*'  The  preceding  verse  says, 
**  if  thou  beat  him  with  the  rod,  he  shall  not  die."  This  veree  ex- 
plains the  meaning  of  the  other,  and  decides  the  application  of 
sheol,  to  a  place  and  state  of  punishment.  The  passage  teachea 
the  moral  influence  of  chastisement  in  leading  to  reformation  and 
saving  the  soul  from  perdition.  No  one  ever  thought  of  saving 
the  body  from  dissolution,  by  beating  it  with  a  rod.  Thou^  oth- 
er passages  might  be  adduced,  these  examples  from  the  Old  Tea- 
tament  must  suffice.  With  the  candid  they  will  have  influence  j 
others,  we  scarcely  hope  to  convince. 

Let  us  now  inquire  into  the  application  of  iiades  and  gehennot 
as  empKfyed  in  the  New  Testament. 

'*In  the  New  Testament,  (jays  Kitto)  the  word  hades  is  need  im 
much  the  same  sense  as  sJteol  in  the  Old,  only,  that  in  a  less  pr9* 
p^io^  of  cases,  can  it  be  construed  to  signify  "  the  gnovc** 
There  are  stiU,  however,  instances  in  which  it  is  used  in  ibis 
e,  at  in  (Acts  ii.  31.)    (1  Cor.  xv.  60);  but  in  geperal,  tbs 
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hades  of  the  New  Testament*  appears  to  be  no  other  than  the 
world  of  future  punishments.**  The  following:  are  examples. 
Matt.  xi.  23. — "  And  thou.  Capernaum,  which  art  e.xallcd  unto 
heaven,  slialt  be  brought  down  to  hell :  for  if  the  mighty  works 
which  have  been  done  in  thee,  had  been  done  in  Sodom,  it  would 
have  remained  tin.il  this  day"  This  terrible  declaration  of  our 
Lord  embraces  two  particulars,  and  the  fact  thai  one  of  them  has 
been  fuliilled  in  the  most  srj^nal  manner,  mu.M  settle  the  quei«tion 
as  to  the  other.  The  first  relates  to  tem])oral  destruction,  which 
this  city  experienced  durinjr  the  wars  between  the  Jews  and  Ro- 
mans ;  the  other  relates  to  that  future  perdition  to  which  the  Sod- 
omites were  doomed.  Hence,  the  next  verse  says.  **  it  shall  be 
more  tolerable  for  the  land  of  Sodom  in  the  day  of  judgment,  than 
for  thee."  The  punishment  and  judgment  here  referred  to,  did  not 
take  place  in  this  life,  for  two  rea:*ons.  1.  The  city  of  Sodom, 
as  lo  its  temporal  destruction,  had  alr«ady  been  judged  and  pun- 
ished. 2,  The  temporal  destruction  of  Capernaum  was  more  tol- 
erable than  that  of  ISodom.  The  meaning  of  the  passags  is,  that 
in  the  decisions  of  the  day  of  final  judgment,  and  the  punishments 
that  shall  follow,  the  inhabitants  of  Capernaum  will  be  deemed 
more  guilty,  and  deserving  of  greater  punishment,  than  those  of 
Sodom.  And  Jude  7th  says,  ihey  are  set  forth  an  example,  ^*fruf- 
ering  the  vengeance  of  eternal  fire.'*  It  is  perfectly  obvious,  that 
the  word  hades,  in  the  above  passage,  reveals  a  place  and  state 
of  future  punishment.  Malt.  xvi.  18. — '*0n  this  rock  I  will 
build  my  Church,  and  the  gates  of  hell  [hades]  ehall  not  prevail 
against  it."  The  Latin  word  by  which  the  Greek  is  translated 
here  is  "  t/*/criV*  **the  infernal  shades,'*  or  spirits  who  inhabit 
the  infernal  regions.  According  to  Jewish  custom,  the  term 
gate  was  used  as  expre.^^^ive  of  wisdom,  counsel  and  strength.  In 
this  case  it  represents  the  machinations  and  powers  of  the  Devil 
and  his  angels,  whose  centre  of  influence  is  hades,  and  whose 
character  and  conduct  must  ever  doom  them  to  the  misery  of  the 
lost. 

Luke  xvi.  23 — •*  In  hell  [Aa</e5]  he  lifted  up  his  eyes,  heing  in 
torment."  Whether  the  account  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarus  be 
a  parable  or  a  real  history,  need  not  be  mooted  here,  since  it  can 
make  no  diflcrence  in  the  force  of  the  argument.  If  it  be  a  his- 
tory, it  is  what  has  been  ; — if  it  be  a  parable,  it  is  what  may  be  ; 
whether  it  be  or  be  not  a  parable,  the  doctrine  taught  by  ii  is  the 
same — there  is  a  place  of  punishment  in  the/u/urc  stale.  To  sup- 
pose this  to  be  the  grave  in  which  the  dead  body  of  this  man  was 
laid,  would  outrage  common  sense,  and  can  only  be  sustained  by 
a  mode  of  interpretation  of  the  most  wild  and  visionary  character 
— one  that  would  only  be  adopted  hy  those  who  have  resolved  to 
maintain  a  particular  theory  at  all  hazards.  The  description  of 
this  man  in  hadeit  makes  him  conscious  of  unhappiuess,  and  of 
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be  trae  of  a  dead  body  in  tlm  grave. 

Rer.  XX.  ia.^**And  death  and  hell  Itianatos  and  hades]  d^ 
lirered  ap  the  dead  which  were  in  them."  Uere  an  imiiortaiic 
distinction  is  made  between  the  plaee  of  deposit  for  the  body,  and 
that  place  in  which  tbB  soul  is  **  reserved  onto  the  day  of  yndg" 
roent,  to  be  punished.**  Death  delivers  up  its  dead;  that  is,  the 
bodies  of  men  arc^bconght  from  their  gravet  by  the  resarrection ; 
tuid  hell  Ikttdes}  delivers  up  its  dead — the  pl^e  of  separate  spirits, 
in  which  the  souls  of  wicked  men  have  remained,  deliver  up  those 
spirits  to  be  reunited  to  their  bodies,  and  receive  their  tinal  doom 
—when  «*  death  and  hell** — that  is,  the  bodies  that  have  been 
held  by  the  power  of  death,  and  the  souls  that  hare  been  kept  ia 
hfuUs^"  shall  be  cast  into  the  lake  of  fice*  which  is  the  second 
death." 

But  the  word  most  frequently  employed  in  the  New  Testament 
to  desig^nate  a  place  of  future  panishment«  is  gehenntL  It  is  used 
About  a  dozen  times,  and  always  with  reference  to  a  place  or  state 
-of  punishment.  The  following  are  examples.  Matt.  x.  2S. — 
'*  And  fear  not  Chera  that  killthe  body.  hvLiare  noi  able  to  kill  the 
soult  but  rather  fear  him  which  ?>  able  to  destroy  both  soul  and 
body  tn  h^* — [gehewui.'\  Here  we  have  the  destruction  of  the 
soul  distinguished  from  the  death  of  the  body,  and  the  place  of 
destruction  distinguished  from  the  grave — it  is  [gehenna]  helL 
Will  my  friend  say  here  that  hell  means  the  grave  I  If  he  does, 
my  reply  is  that  gehenna  never  means  the  grave.  There  is  no 
example  of  the  kind  in  the  Mew  Testaraent.  Does  he  say  our 
Lord  only  speaks  oi  beiag  Me  to  destroy  the  sool  in  hell  ^  I  an- 
swer, how  eotrid  he  be  able  to  desifoy  both  soul  and  body  tn  gt- 
hennat  if  nosnch  place  as  this  represents  existed  ?  Even  this  view 
of  the  sublet  would  necessarily  imply  a  place  of  future  pun- 
ishment. Matt,  xxiii.  33. — *'  Ye  serpents,  ye  generation  of  vipers, 
how  can  ye  escape  the  damnation  of  hell." — lkriseo$  te^  gefteanes.] 
Parkhurst  says  "kriseos"  in  this  place,  "implies  the  punish- 
ment consequent  on  condemnation."  And  this  punishment,  to 
which  the  characters  here  addressed  were  obnoxious,  is  inflicted 
in  gekenna, 

Luke  xii.  5. — **Fear  him,  which  after  he  hath  killed,  hath 
power  to  cast  into  hell  igehennal :  Yea,  I  say  unto  you,  fear 
hran."  This  passage  is  parallel  to  Matt.  x.  28.  Mark  ix.  43 
— *<  And  if  thy  hand  ofiend  thee,  out  it  oiT;  it  is  better  for  thee  to 
enter  into  life  maimed,  than  having  two  hands  to  go  into  hell,  into 
the  fire  that  never  shall  be  queodied."  Here  Christ  teaches  the 
neoessity  of  self-denial,  in  order  to  cultivate  and  acquire  that  Chris- 
tian character  essential  to  life  eternal ;  and  the  punishment  of  hell, 
as  the  coiMequeuce  of  refusing  to  practice  upon  this  moral  precept, 
is  pot  in  opposition  to  the  '*  lue"  promised  to  the  obedient  and  ho- 
ly.   We  will  not  take  time  to  adduce  other  speciotens  of  the  man- 
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Btr  Ja  wiick  the  word  is  oted,  m  the  ai^jecl  is  fairiy  i 
m  these  passages.  And  now,  besides  all  the  eTidence  lamisbsd 
hf  the  letter  aad  coostrsctioii  of  the  text,  ami  application  of  the 
term,  we  reach  the  same  conclusion  bv  the  following  process. 

1.  Christ  used  this  word  Igefutma]  without  any  applicatton, 
and  without  any  design  and  meaning ;  or*  2.  He  used  it  without 
any  honesty,  intending  only  to  frighten  them,  (if  they  were  silly 
enough  to  be  frightened,)  by  threatening  the&}  with  the  panish-* 
ment  of  literal  burning  in  the  valley  of  the  son  of  Hinnom.  an  in* 
fliction  which  they  must  have  known  they  were  no  more  in  dan* 
^r  of,  than  of  being  thrown  over  the  moon ;  or,  3.  He  intended  to 
iwreal  to  them  the  fact,  that  the  ungodly  would  be  consigned  to 
a  place  d  punishment  in  the  futore  world.  As  neither  of  the 
lormer  suppositions  san  be  for  a  moment  eaterlained,  we  are  eom* 
pelied  to  adopt  the  last,  or  do  violence  to  every  principle  of  reason 
and  consistency. 

We  have  'one  remark  mote  on  this  point,  viz.— >the  Jews  not 
only  understood  Christ  to  use  the  term  in  the  sense  contended  ibr 
above,  hut  used  it  in  the  same  way  themselves,  in  explaining  the 
Old  Testament  scriptures.  This  same  word,  geheana,  is  frequently 
found  in  their  '*  Targums,"  or  the  parapbrsMS  or  exposittons  eit 
the  Jewf^  scriptures.  The  Cbaldee  Targunu,  are,  some  of  them, 
traced  back  to  the  dmyn  of  Ezra.  They  are  known  to  have  ex- 
isted in  the  days  of  the  Maccabees,  and  to  have  been  re>published 
•about  a  eentury  before  the  advent  of  Christy  and  generally  read  in 
the  sjmagogues.  Dr.  Prideaux  gives  the  most  important  of  them 
an  existence,  and  great  influence  and  authority  with  the  Jews,  in 
the  century  before  Christ. — (See  Prideaux's  (Connections,  Vol.  1. 
.  352.)  Park  hurst  says,  gehenna  was,  in  our  Savior's  time,  used 
>y  the  Jews  '*  for  hell,  the  place  of  the  damned."  This  appears 
from  that  word  being  thus  applied  by  the  Chaldee  Targums,  and 
by  the  Jeruralem  Targum,  and  that  of  Jonathan  Ben  Uztel. 
Clarke  gives  us  an  example,  in  connection  with  Ps.  cxl.  10, 
where  the  Chaldee  Targum,  speaking  of  the  tale-bearer,  says,  **he 
shall  be  hunted  by  the  angel  of  death,  and  thrust  into  [gehenwa'\ 
hell.*'  Thus  we  have  arrived  at  a  certain  conclusion,  concerning 
the  signification  and  application  of  gehenna  as  employed  by  Christ 
in  the  New  Testament,  and  by  the  Jews  in  their  Targums  before 
the  coming  of  Christ  This  use  of  gehenna  by  the  Jews  must 
have  been  known  to  Christ,  and  if  they  had  been  in  error,  he  cer- 
tainly would  have  corrected  them^  but  so  far  from  this,  he  used 
the  term  in  the  same  way  himself.  Would  he  have  done  this,  if 
he  had  not  intended  to  confirm  their  views,  and  press  upon  them 
with  additional  force,  the  same  truth  ?  Let  him  believe  this  who 
can. 

Having  now  shown  diat  sheol,  hades  and  gehenna.  are  scrip- 
ture designations  of  a  place  of  future  punishment,  my  next  step 
>cr]ll  be  to  direct  attention  tothei^t  that  the  uttri|^teoas  are  eon- 
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9ign9i  to  this  piaee  of  jntnishmeni.  Tbis,  howorer,  wiH  be  an  i 
task,  since  the  saroa  passages  qooted  to  prove  tlie  pUce.  aleo  de« 
sij^te  tlie  character  of  its  inhabitants.  Indeed,  the  two  facto 
are  inseparably  connected  in  the  teachings  of  the  Bible.  Tlie 
same  voice  which  announces  a  future  hell,  also  announces  the 
punishment  of  the  wicked  in  connection  with  it.  An  instance 
may  be  seen  in  Ps.  ix.  17.->-"  The  wicked  shall  be  turned  into 
hell,  with  all  the  natrans  that  forget  God.*'  (2  Pet.  ii.  4.)^-'^  For 
God  ^ared  not  tac  angels  that  sinned,  but  cast  them  down  to 
hell  and  delivered  them  into  chains  of  darkness,  to  be  reserved 
unto  ittdgment.^  Their  punishment  was  not  endured  by.  the  ope* 
rations  ot  conscience,  nor  was  it  inftided  when  the  sin  was  coib- 
mitted,  but  having  rendered  themseWes  unfit  for  the  place  they 
occupied,  and  obnoxious  to  divine  punishment,  God  cast  thea 
down  to  hell,  (tartarosas.)  God  did  not  spare  the  eagele.  Mr. 
Austin  thinks  he  tntl  soare  the  ungodly  sinner. 

Matt.  xzii.  IS.  -'*  Then  said  the  kiflff  to  ike  servants,  bind  him 
hand  and  foot  and  take  him  away,  ana  oast  him  into  outer  dmrk* 
ness ;  there  shall  be  weeping  and  gnashing  of  teeth.  Rev.  xx. 
15. — '•'■  And  whosoever  was  not  found  written  in  the  book  of  life, 
was  cast  into  the  lake  of  lire.''  Rev.  xxi.  8.— "But  the  fearful 
and  unbelieving,  and  the  abominableft  and  murderers,  and  whore> 
mongers,  and  sorcerers,  and  idoiators,  and  all  liars,  shall  have 
their  part  in  the  lake  which  burneth  with  ire  and  brimstonei 
which  is  the  second  death.''  Besides  these,  there  is  a. numerous 
class  of  scriptures  which  warn  the  sinner  of  his  expoflore  to  a 
future  bell,  and  place  his  escape  npon  the  ground  of  repentance 
and  holiness.  From  all  these,  the  plain  implicatioa  is,  that  if  tlMry 
disregard  the  conditions,  the  punishment  threatened,  will  be  in- 
flicted. The  language  quoted  above,  to  which  much  of  a  similar 
character  might  be  added,  cannot  be  objected  to  as  proof  of  future 
punishment  on  account  of  its  figurative  character.  It  ie  plain  that  it 
IS  descriptive  of  the  punishment  of  the  sinner  ;-and  the  punishment 
thus  set  forth  takes  place  eitherin  this  world  or  a  future  world.  If 
in  this  world,  these  figures  must  nevertheless  apply  to  it,  and  the 
objection  would  be  stronger  in  this  sase,  than  on  supposition  that 
the  punishment  takes  place  beyond  the  present  state.  We  have 
therefore,  in  this  figurative  language,  not  an  objection,  but  an  ad* 
ditional  proof  of  the  reference  of  these  divine  oeciarations,  to  the 
future  doom  of  impenitent  sinners.  The  *^  fire  that  never  shall 
be  quenched,"  the  ''  worm  that  di^h  not,"  the  "  lake  of  fire,"  the 
"  outer  darkness*"  "  weeping,  wailing  and  gnashing  of  teeth,"  are 
expressions  which  correspond  with  nothing  we  know  of  in  the 
inflictions  of  moral  punishment  on  earth. 

Still  another  fact  worthy  of  attention  is,  that  the  scriptures  re* 
present  the  wicked  as  sent  away,  or  doomed  to  punishment,  at  tko 
same  time  that  the  righteous  are  blessed  with  future  felicity. 
Matt.  xiii.  41-^.— ''The  Son  of  Man  shall  send  forth  his 
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anfels,  end  ihey  shall  gather  out  of  his  kingdom  all  things  that 
offend,  and  them  which  do  iniquity,  and  shall  cast  them  into  a  fur- 
naee  of  fire :  there  shall  he  wailing  and  gnashing  of  teeth.  Then 
shall  the  righteous  ahine  forth  as  the  sun  in  the  kingdom  of  their 
Father."  (2  Thess.  i.  7-10.)— In  this  place  we  are  told  that 
when  Christ  ^hall  ^^come  to  be  glorified  in  his  saints,  and  admired 
in  all  them  that  belieTc,"  he  will  also  "  take  v^geance  on  them 
that  know  not  God^  and  obe^  not  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ."  Mr.  Austin  and  his  brethren  generally,  refer  this  pas- 
sage to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  He  thinks,  by  **  everlasting 
destruction  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord  and  the  glory  of  his 
power,"  we  are  to  understand  a  deprivation  of  that  presence  and 
*glory  of  God  suppo9ed  to  dwell  at  Jerusalem.  What  sense  there 
would  be  in  using  such  language  to  inhabitants  of  a  heathen  city, 
who  knew  nothing  of  Jerusalem,  except  by  means  of  a  few  pes- 
tilent Jews,  I  leave  to  be  determined  by  the  wise  and  sagacious. 
To  my  mindi  such  applications  of  the  word  of  God,  are  too  ridic- 
ulous to  merit  a  senoas  consideration.  In  the  second  chapter  of 
Romans^  we  are  told  that  God  will  render  ^^  eternal  life"  to  those 
wba  continue  patiently  *^  in  well-doing,"  and  tribulation,  anguish, 
indignation  and  wrath,  to  those  who  are  *^  contentious  and  do  not 
obey  the  truth" — and  it  will  be  done  at  tke  sami  time — ^*  in  the 
day  vfken  God  shall  judge  the  secrets  of  men  by  Jesus  Christ,  ac- 
cording to  my  gospeL"  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  will  not  ap- 
ply this  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  ? 

Matt.  XXV.  46. — **And  these  shall  go  away  into  everlasting 
punishment,  but  the  righteous  into  life  eternal."  These  passages 
show  the  righteous  and  wicked  as  the  subjects  of  God's  retribu- 
tive decisions  at  the  4ime  tine.  Whatever  of  perpetuity  or  im- 
mutability pert^iins  to  the  rewards  of  the  righteous,  is  also  con- 
nected with  the  punishment  of  the  wicked.  U  the  endless  pun- 
ishment of  the  wicked  is  in  this  life,  so  also  is  the  endless  hap- 
piness ol  the  righteous.  If  one  is  transferred  to  the  other  state, 
both  mast  be.  out  as  the  reward  of  the  righteous  is  in  a  future 
heaven^  so  the- wicked  will  be  punished  in  &  future  hdl. 

Another  fact  which  stands  out  prominently  in  the  word  of  God, 
is,  that 
THE  CONDITION  OP  80MB  SINNERS  IS  REPRESENTED  AS  HOPELESS. 

Heb.  vi.  4. —  "For  it  is  impossible  for  those  who  were  once 
enlightened,  and  have  tasted  of  the  heavenly  gift,  and  were  made 
pirtikers  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  have  tasteJof  the  good  word 
of  GoJ,  and  the  powers  of  the  world  to  come,  if  they  shall  fall 
away,  to  renew  them  again  unto  repentance :  seeing  they  crucify 
to  themselves  the  Son  of  God  afresh,  and  put  him  to  an  open 
shame."  This  passage  relates  to  apostates  from  Christ  and  Chris- 
tianity. They  cannot  be  renewed  a^'ain  to  repentance,  because 
they  have  rejected  the  onfy  channel  torough  which  the  grace  of 


y  Google 


690  HOLMES*  TENTH  SPEECH 

repentance  can  flow.  Paul  says  it  is  impossible  to  renew  them 
again  to  repentance.  Their  condition,  therefore,  must  be  hopeten. 
Prov.  xxix.  1. — "He  that  being  often  reproved,  hardeneth  his 
neck,  shall  suddenly  be  destroyed,  and  that  without  remedy."  Mr. 
Austin  thinks  this  should  read,  "shall  certainly  be  ^^tmuAeef,  ai-d 
that  without  fatly  But  why  make  this  radical  change  in  the 
language  and  sense  of  the  passage  ?  The  only  reason  nnder  hmk- 
ven  is,  that  Universalism  demands  it.  The  gentleman's  object  is 
to  escape  the  difficulty  thrown  in  hij»  way  by  the  words  "  with- 
out remedy."  To  do  this»  he  substitutes  fail  for  remedy.  And 
yet  the  passage  does  not  quite  suit  him :  the  term  destroyed  is 
too  strong  for  Universalism  :  he  therefore  expunges  that,  and  puts 
in  punished.  But  all  this  is  wholly  gratuitous — an  unauthorized 
change  of  words  which  express  accurately  the  meaning  of  the 
original,  for  words  which  either  pervert  it,  or  express  it  in  an  am- 
biguous manner. 

Ps.  1.  22 — "Now  consider  this,  ye  that  forget  God,  lest  I  tear 
you  in  pieces,  and  there  be  none  to  deliver.^^  This  dedarvtion 
follows  a  minute  description  of  those  who  hate  tnstmctiott,  are 
dishonest,  and  licentious,  and  who  "give  their  mouth  to  evil.** 
They  are  admonished  that  if  this  course  he  persisted  in,  the  re9Qlt 
must  be  ruik,  destruction  inflicted  by  God  himself,  from  which 
there  is  no  deliverance.  Let  me  ask  here,  can  a  punishment  or 
destruction  "  without  remedy,"  or  from  which  there  is  no  detire- 
ranee,  be  intended  to  reform  the  punished?  Here  is  a  ehuice  lor 
he  audience  to  choose  between  the  word  of  €^  and  the  assertion 
T  Universalism. 

Matt.  xii.  45. — "The  last  state  of  that  man  is  worse  than  the 

it.    Even  so  shall  it  be  with  this  wicked  generation."    In  this 

mection,  Christ  gives  a  graphic  description  of  the  process  by 

lich  the  apostate  makes  shipwreck  of  faith— jives  himself  op 

the  control  of  evil  influences  and  agencies.    First,  the  unclean 

irit  went  out — but  when  allowed  to  return,  he  came  not  olone; 

e  brought  with  him  seven  other  spirits  more  wicked  than  hiu- 

telf,  and  they  enter  in  and  dwell  there :  and  "the  last  state  of  that 

man  is  worse  than  the  first."     Can  there  be  a  later  Hate  than  the 

last  xtate  ?    If  the  last  state  is  the  worst,  where  is  the  hope  of 

final  holiness  and  happiness  ?    The  concluding  words  are,  '^  evea 

60  shall  it  be  with  this  wicked  generation."    The  hopeless  con- 

dition  of  the  apostate  in  his  individual  and  moral  state,  is  made 

to  represent  the  linal  condition  of  that  generation.     In  both  cases, 

the  last  end  is  worse  than  the  first. 

The  same  characters  are  described  by  Paul.     Heb.  x.  26-27. 

**To  whom  there  remainelh  no  more  sacrifice  for  sins,  but  a  cer- 
tain fearful  looking  for  of  judgment  and  fiery  indignation,  which 
ghall  devour  the  adversaries."  This  description  was  not  only  ap- 
plicable to  individual  apostates,  but  to  the  unbelieving  Jews  in  ge- 
B»j:al,Vho,  by  rejecting  Christ  and  the  gospel,  rendered  it  impos- 
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sible  that  they  shoviUl  ever  be  saved;  inasmuch  as  Christ  is  the 
only  sacrifice  for  sin,  and  the  only  way  of  approach  to  God. 
Hence  Paul  a^ks  this  emphatic  question.  (Hcb.  ii.  3.) — '*  How 
shall  we  escape,  if  we  neglect  so  great  salvation  1"  On  these 
words,  Clarke  remarks,  ^'  as  there  is  but  one  remedy  by  which 
diseased  souls  can  be  saved,  so,  by  refu*»ing  to  apply  that  one  rem- 
edy, they  must  necessarily  perish.'  We  do  not  deem  it  necessa- 
ry to  increase  this  list  any  farther.  There  are  no  words  in  the 
English  language  more  plain  and  expressive,  than  those  here 
employed  to  set  forth  the  hopeless  condition  of  impenitent  sin- 
ners. These  authorities  cannpt  be  set  aside,  except  by  some  twis- 
ting, turning  process,  which  }>erverts  language,  contravenes  com- 
mon sense,  and  proclaims  a  reckless  disregard  of  fairnes*  and  can- 
dor at  every  step-  i 

My  next  step  in  this  argument  is,  that  sinners  are  threatened 
wiih,  and  said  to  be  in  danger  of 

ETGRNAL  PUNISHMENT. 
Mark  lii.  29. — "  But  he  that  shall  blaspheme  against  the  Holy 
Ghost,  hath  never  forgiveness,  but  is  in  danger  of  eternal  damna- 
tion." Clarke  thinks  we  must  not  understand  this  to  cut  off  the 
possibility  of  repentance  and  salvation  for  the  s'>ul.  And  this 
may  be  correct,  though  the  conclusion  can  only  be  sustained  by 
what  I  call  a  strained  and  iinnaiural  interpretation.  But  this  is 
wide  of  the  mark.  The  object  for  which  I  introduce  this  passage 
is  lo  prove,  not  that  sinners  of  any  grade  may  not  repent  during 
their  day  of  probation,  but  that  they  aie  in  danger  of  *' eternal 
damnation/*orof  endless  perdition.  If  we  understand  forgiveness  in 
this  pa«*Siige  as  synonymous  with  the  punishment  w*hich  can  only 
be  remitted  by  forgiveness,  the  very  least  we  can  say  of  the  mean- 
ing of  the  place  is,  that  blasphemers  are  exposed  to  endless  pun- 
ishment. The  emphatic  word.s  of  our  Lord  are,  *•  is  in  danger  of 
eternal  damnation."  The  perpetuity  of  this  punishment  is  con- 
firmed by  the  parallel  pasf^age  in  Malt.  xii.  29,  where  the  lan- 
guage he  uses  is — *'neithef  in  this  world,  neither  in  the  world  to 
come.'*  H  we  suppose  the  **aioni**  of  this  verse  to  mean  age  or 
dispensation,  it  will  not  help  the  case,  since  we  know  of  no  other 
age  or  dispensation  beyond  that  **  which  is  to  come,*' in  which 
mercy  can  be  granted,  or  punishment  remitted. 

But  Lighlfoot  says,  the  Jews  employed  this  language — 'Mn  the 
world  to  come,*'  to  assert  a  state  of  immorinlily,  in  opposition  to 
the  Sadducees,  who  denied  it.  The  punishment  to  which  the 
blasphemer  is  exposed,  is,  according  to  this,  as  endless  as  that 
state  of  immorlaliiy  believed  in  by  the  Jews.  Mr.  Austin  says, 
to  be  forgiven,  is  to  be  restored  to  the  favor  of  God,  lost  by  trans- 
gression : — Christ  says,  certain  characters  have  **  never  forgive- 
ness"— then-fore,  on  Mr.  Austin's  own  principles,  either  Christ  is 
mistaken,   or  impenitent  sinners  are  exposed  to  endless  misery, 
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since  no  mati  can  be  happy  without  the  faror  of  God.  iThus,  you 
see,  there  is  no  way  in  which  the  doctrine  of  cndlees  punishment 
can  be  expunged  from  this  passage,  without  an  arbitrary,  riolent, 
and  wholly  unsupported  explanalion.  On  this  point,  Tholuck, 
who  is  claimed  by  Mr.  Austin  as  a  Univer^atist,  and  who,  with- 
out doubt,  occupies  the  first  rank  as  a  Biblical  scholar,  remarks — 
**  what  Christ  sa^s  concerning  it,  (sia  against  the  Holy  Ghost) 
seems  clearly  to  imply  a  degree  of  opposition  against  holy  truth, 
which  leads  to  eternal  unhappiness/' 

John  iii.  36. — **He  that  Delieveth  on  th€  Son,  hath  everlasting 
life,  and  he  that  belie?eth  not,  shall  not  see  life,  bet  the  wrath  of 
God  abideth  on  him.*'  This  language  plainly  rmpHes,  that  to  be* 
liere  in  CliriM.  is  necessary  to  everlasting  life. 

John  viii.  21. — I  go  my  way,  and  ye  shall  seek  me,  and  shall 
die  in  your  sins :  whither  I  go,  ye  t^nnot  come.    The  reason  is 

fiven  in  the  24th  verse — "  if  ye  believe  not  that  1  ara  h^  ye  shall 
ie  in  your  sins.^*  Mr.  Austin  will  |ii-obabJy  meet  me  here  with 
the  words  of  Christ  to  his  disciples,  which  are  in  some  respects 
similar.  But  I  wish  you  to  observe  two  important  points  of  dif- 
ference. 1.  Christ  said  to  the  Jews — '*ye  shall  die  in  your 
sins,*'  which  he  did  not  say  to  his  fiisciples.  2.  He  said  to  his 
disciples— '*  WJiither  I  go,  tbou  canst  not  follow;  me  now;  hut 
thou  shah  follow  me  afterwards,''  which  he  did  not  say  to  the 
Jews.  . 

Ezek.  xviii.  26. — When  a  righteoijs  man  turneth  away  from 
his  righteousness,  and  cpmmiteth  iniquity,  and  dieth  in  them ; 
for  his  ini(}uity  that  he  hath  done,  shall  oe  die.  Here  are  two 
deaths.  First,  that  of  the  body — expressed  by  the  words,  **  and 
dieth  in  them."  Secondly,  the  death  of  the  soul  after  this  life* 
expressed  by  the  words,  *'fox  his  iniqi^ity  that  be  hath  done  shall 
he  die.*'  Mr.  Austin  has  demanded  proof  that  the  sinner  will 
not  enter  upon  his  future  state,  undqr  circumstances  as  favora- 
ble, if  not  more  promising,  than  those  jexistiag  here.  Well,  here 
he  has  it,  in  the  fact  that  Christ  says  they  shall  die  in  their  sins, 
and  shall  not  come  where  he  is—and  i^Win  the  plain  declaration 
of  bzekiel — that  he  shall  die  Jot  his  iniquity,  afier  he  has  died 
in  it.  J 

Finally,  the  future  punishment  of  the  wicked  is  represented  as 
being 

THBIR  END,  THEIR  PORT!0?«,  ANU^  ETERNAL. 

1  Pet.  IV.  17. — The  question  is  asked,  what  shall  the  end  he 
of  them  that  obey  not  the  gospel  of  Gt>d  V*  David  learned  their 
*•  end"  when  he  "  went  into  thesanctftary."  Thou  castedst  them 
down  to  destruction— into  desolation  as  in  a  moment ;  they  are 
utterly  consumed  with  terrors.  As  a  dream  when  one  awaketh, 
so,  O  Lord,  when  thou  awakest,  thoti  shah  despise  their  image.** 
(Ps.  btxiii.) 
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JEUnn.  vi.  21.— "  The  end  of  those  thing«  is  death."  On  Mr. 
Ati^  tin's  principles,  sin  leads  to  punishraent,  and  punishinent  leads 
to  life — hence  Paul  shonid  have  said,  "  the  end  of  those  things 
is  life."  (Heb.  vi.  8.) — ^Apostates  are  represented  by  the  figure 
of  thorns  and  briers— "rejected,  and  nigh  unto  cursing,  vhose 
end  is  to  be  burned."  Phil.  iii.  18. — The  "enemies  of  tne  cross 
of  Christ,  are  described,  "whose  end  is  destruction."  The  pun- 
isliment  of  the  wicted  is  their  final  portion.  (Ps.  xi.  6.)— 
*«  Upon  the  wicked  he  shall  rain  snares,  lire  and  brimstone,  and  a 
horrible  tempest ;  this  shall  be  the  portion  of  their  cup."  (Matt, 
xxiv.  51.) — "The  Lord  of  that  servant  shall  come  in  a  day  when 
he  looketh  not  for  him,  and  in  au  hour,  that  he  is  not  aware  of, 
and  shall  cut  him  asunder,  and  appoint  him  his  portion,  with 
hypocrites  and  unbelievers ;  there  shall  be  weeping  and  gnashing 
of  teeth."  (Chap.  viii.  12;  xiii.  42;  xxii.  13;  xxv.  30,)  are 
parallel  passages,  which  we  will  not  employ  time  in  quoting. 
While  God  is  said  to  be  the  "  portion  of  his  people."  and  their 
**  end  is  everlasting  life,"  destruction  is  the  end  of  the  wicked, 
and  their  portion,  "  weeping,  wailing  and  gnashing  of  teeth." 

To  these,  we  will  add  some  of  those  passages  which  determine 
the  future  punishment  of  the  ungodly  to  be  endless.  (Matt.  xxv. 
41.) — "  Depart  from  me,  ye  cursed,  into  everlasting  fire,  prepared 
for  the  devil  and  his  angels.'**  Ver.sc  46. — "  These  shall  go  away 
into  everlasting  punishment."  (2  Thess.  i.  9.) — "  Who  shall  be 
punished  with  everlasting  destruction  from  the  presence  of  the 
Lord,  andtheglorj'of  his  power."  Jude  6, 7.—"  Sodom  and  Gomor- 
rah are  set  forth  an  exomj?/^,  sufTering  the  vengpence  of  eiermdfire.^* 
Mr.  Austin  has  contended  tnat  Goa  never  punishes,  except  with 
the  view  to  reform  the  punished. 

Mr.  Ai78TiH*-^I  said  one  of  the  objects  was  /or  example. 

Mr.  Holmes. — But  in  this  case  there  is  but  one  purpose,  and 
that,  not  reformation,  but  example.  Will  the  gentleman  explain 
how  the  Sodomites  can  be  benefited  by  suffering  the  vengeance  of 
eternal  fire.  (Isaiah  xxxiii.  14.) — •*  Who  of  us  shall  dwell  with 
devouring  fire,  who  of  us  shall  dwell  with  everlasting  burnings?" 
On  this  verse,  the  Targum  remarks,  "  Who  of  us  shall  dwell  in 
Jerusalem,  where  the  ungodly  are  judged  and  delivered  into  hell, 
for  an  eternal  burning."  (Jude  13.) — Speaking  of  certain  scanda- 
lous characters,  describes  them  as  raging  waves  of  the  sea,  foam- 
ing out  their  own  shame  ;  wandering  stars,  to  whom  is  reserved 
the  blackness  of  darkness  forever.  (St.  Pet.  ii.  12.) — Speaking 
of  similar  persons,  says  they  shall  utterly  perish  in  their  own  cor- 
ruptions. Rev.  xix.  20. — *•  The  Devil  was  cast  into  the  lake  of 
.fire  and  brimstone,  where  the  beast  and  false  prophet  are,  and 
shall  be  tormented,  day  and  night,  forever  and  ev^r." 

John  iii.  15. — "  That  whosover  believeth  in  nim,  should  not  per- 
ish, bat  have  eternal  life.    Also  verse  16,  that  whosoever  believeth 
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in  him,  should  not  perish,  but  have  eternal  life*  (Chap:  z.  28,) 
Chrit>l  says  lespecting  his  sheep,  who  hear  his  voice,  "  I  give  un- 
to them  eternal  life,  and  they  snail  never  perish.''^  (Rona.  vi.  23.) 
— ••  The  wages  of  sin  is  deaths  but  the  gift  of  God  is  eternal  i\fe 
through  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord." 

In  tile  four  passages  last  quoted,  the  final  condition  of  th«  sin- 
ner is  put  in  opposiuon  to  the  future  blessedness  of  the  Christian. 
And  I  maintain  that  by  all  usage,  and  established  rules  of  lan- 
guage, as  well  as  by  the  common  senee  of  every  reader,  the  con- 
dition of  the  sinner  must  be  as  perpetual  and  immutable  as  that 
of  the  righteous.^^  Besides  this,  there  are  two  other  facts  brought 
to  view,  viz.  1.  Eternal  life  is  received  by  faith;  hence,  the  unbe- 
liever has  it  not,  and  to  him  the  oppotiU  of  eternal  life  is  a  neces- 
sary consequence.  2.  The  object  of  the  death  and  mission  of  Christ 
was  to  save  men  from  perishing,  and  he  proposes  to  do  this  by 
giving  them  eternal  life — if  they  donH  have  eternal  li/e,  they  per- 
ish, and  by  consequence,  death  and  the  term  perish,  in  this  con- 
nection, express  ideas  which  eontraH  with  eternal  life,  Now«  if 
eternal  life  means  to  he  finally  holy  and  happy ;  to  perish,  mean* 
to  be  finally  miserable.  In  all  the  quotations  adduced  above,  to 
prove  the  eternity  of  future  punishment,  except  one,  the  word 
(aionios)  in  some  form  is  employed.  The  primary  signification 
of  this  word,  and  the  one  from  which  it  is  derived,  is  ^^  endless,^'' 
or  "  always  being. ^^  We  shall  bestow  some  attention  upon  these 
words  in  our  next  speech,  when  we  hope  to  bring  out  plainly 
their  true  import  and  application. 

As  the  gentleman  has  perpetrated  a  criticism  on  the  word  per- 
ish,* I  must  give  the  same  word  a  moment's  attention.  The  sig- 
nification given  to  this  word  "  apoletaii''  and  the  other  forms  of 
it  which  occur,  is  substantially  the  same,  by  Ponnegan  and  Park- 
hurst.  The  first  form  of  the  verb  is  "  apoles,^''  compounded'  of 
apo,  intensive,  and  aleo  to  destroy — the  meaning,  therefore,  is  *'  to 
rfwfroy,"  to  destroy  uUerlu.  Parkhurst,  a  little  more  systematic 
than  Donnegan,  deduces  from  it  a  second  meaning,  or  rather  ap- 
plication of  the  word,  viz.  "  to  lose,''''  In  the  passive  form  it  would 
signify  "  to  perish,"  to  be  killed,  or  destroyed,  "  to  be  lost.''  This 
is  the  whole  of  it,  so  far  as  relates  to  its  signification.  Now  for 
the  criticism.  The  gentleman  first  thinks  the  Lexicographers  are 
prejudiced.  This  is  certainly  unfortunate,  especially  as  they  all 
agree.  If  only  one  of  respectable  standing  would  so  far  yield  the 
point,  as  to  manufacture  a  definition  to  harmonize  with  Univer- 
salism,  it  would  doubtless  be  a  great  relief.  And  yet  my  friend 
claims  it  as  a  triumph,  that  they  do  not  say  it  means  *^  endless 
woe."  As  this  fact  seems  to  afford  him  great  consolation,  I  will 
for  once  be  benevolent,  and  allow  him  to  retain  it.  He  next 
says  the  scripture  usage  of  the  term  is  the  best  criterion  by  which  to 
■      ■      I    .       ....  .1  ■  —> 
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judge  of  its  import.  Here  I  will  not  dispute  him.  He  farther  re- 
marks that  it  means  *'to  punish.*'  Though  disposed  to  agree 
with  ray  friend  as  far  as  I  can,  yet  at  this  point,  the  facts  of  the 
case  compel  me  to  say.  tins  is  not  irw^  unless  the  puaiBhment  be 
that  of  nUer  deUruction.  The  examples  he  has  adduced,  directly 
and  flatly  contradict  his  assertion.  Nor  can  he  find  a.  single 
place  in  the  New  Testament  where  the  word  is  so  used.  In  every 
case  it  means  destruction,  by  temporal  death,  or  if  applied  to  the 
moral  interests  of  men,  it  means  the  ruin  of  their  spiritual  hopes 
and  prospects,  by  sin  and  its  consequences.  It  may  be  sometimes 
applied  lo  cities,  but  in  these  cases,  it  signifies  their  utter  destruc- 
tion, or  demolition.  I  do  not  wonder  that  the  gentleman  is  so 
anxi'jus  that  it  should  mean  punish,  since  he  has  already  substilu- 
•  ted  ''  punish  ■'  for  *'  destroy,"  in  one  of  his  scripture  quotations. 

When  this  word  is  used  to  signify  lose,  or  to  be  lost,  it  means,  if 
applied  to  men,  a  condition  of  wretchedness,  and  hopeless  des- 
titution, as  to  their  spiritual  state.  This  is  the  sense  m  which  it 
is  used  where  it  is  said  Christ  came  to  seek  and  save  that  which 
was  lost. — (Luke  xix.  10.)  When  the  term  translated  fjerish,  or 
fhstroij,  is  applied  to  the  temporal  condition  of  men,  it  means  the 
destruction  uf  their  lives  by  death.  In  this  sense  it  is  used  in  re- 
gard to  the  righteous  and  wicked,  and  does  not  determine  any- 
thing as  to  the  future  condition,  unless  the  destruciitm  be  in- 
flicted on  the  wicked,  on  account  of  transgre.ssion.  Now  one 
remark  more.  When  this  word  is  used  as  it  is  in  (John  iii.  15-lG) 
it  implies  the  utter  wreck  of  their  souls  in  a  moral  state,  which 
admits  no  remedy.  This  is  just  as  clear  as  that  eternal  life  means 
the  salvation  of  the  soul  in  heaven.  The  gentleman  is  very  un- 
fortunate in  his  criticisms. 

But  Mr.  Austin  says.  God  sent  not  his  Son  to  condemn  the  world, 
^ery  true,  because  *'  he  that  belie veth  not,  15  condemned  already.''* 
Again  he  says,   *'  Christ  came  to  save  all  men,  the  entire  race  of 
man,"  from  the  condition  described  by  the  word  ''/ler/sA.*'     True, 
again.     But  •■  he  that  believeth  not,  s/m^/  be  damned."     A  casual 
remark  in  one  of  my  speeches,  respecting  the  purgatorial  charac- 
ter of  the  Universalis!  system  of  punishment,  has  almost  thrown 
my  friend  into  spasms.     In  the  midst  of  his  phrensy  he  calls  it 
a  '^  base  fabrication:''     I  am  not  here  to  bandv  epithets,  or  return 
railing  for  raiiing,     I  hopo  the  gentleman  will  keep  cool.     It  i** 
true,  liis  task  is  a  perplexing  and  difficult  one.     But  inspiralic 
says,   *'  tribulation  icorkelh  patience,''    and  it  would  be  a  pity  i 
deed,  if,  after  all,  he  should  not  realize  this  moral  result.     Tl 
only  real  dilficulty  I  see  in  his  way  is,  that  his  tribulation  is  n 
for  righteousness  sake,    but  for   Universal  ism.     I  have  no  id( 
that  patience,  or  any  other  virtue,  can  be  worked  out  of  that. 

But  why  this  fluttering,  if  I  have  not  touched  one  of  the  sort 
spots  of  his  system  %  Since  my  friend  has  in  this  way  called  at- 
tention to  the  subject.  T  beg  your  farther  indulgence  in  a  remark 
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or  two.    The  Romanists  divide  sins  into  two  classes,  fteniai  ud 
mortai.    Mortal  sins  are  .those  vfhieb,  in  their  estimatiion,  expose 
the  sinner  to  endlesx  ptmishment^  but  renial  sins  may  h^  txpisttA 
hy  pur^torial  sufferings.    UniverRalisits  have  hot  ooo  elass  c^ 
sins,  and  among  them  are  no  mortal  sins,  alt  are  vettiaf.     And 
how  are  sinners  to  be  purged  from  thtm  ?    By   pQnishcneBt. 
Panishment  is  the  ^^sine  qua  non^^  of  human  salvation.     £Tery 
sinner  muH  be  punished  to  the  full  extent  of  his  deserts.     If  it  be 
not  effected  in  tnis  world,  it  must  be  In  the  world  to  come.     And 
what  is  the  nature  of  this  punishment  1    Mr.  Austin  has  told  i»s 
again  and  again,  that  it  is  infficted,  as  a  medicine  is  admin iotered, 
and  for  the  same  end.    And  pra^  what  is  the  object  of  mediciiie, 
if  it  be  not  to  purge  the  system,  and  throw  off"  the  extraneoiu 
and  corrupt  matter  which  generates  disecwe.    And  (his  is  the  ob- 
ject of  the  Universalist  system  of  punishment,  as  to  the  deprarttj 
or  moral  disease  of  men.     A  purgatory  is  a  punf3riiig  agency. 
The  Roman  Catholic  purgatory  is  »*  B,^k(1e  or  juctte  after  death,  in 
which  the  souls  of  persons  are  purifietl,  or  in  which  they  «xpiate 
such  offences,  committed  in  this  life,  as  ^  fiof  mtrit  eternai  dmm- 
nation^ — (Webster).    The  Universalist  purgatory  is  •*a  state  or 
phce  after  death,  (or  in  this  life,  or  bdth.)  in  which  the  souls  of 
persons  are  purified,  or  in  which  they  expiate  afl  tfutr  cfienea^ 
committed  in  this  life,  which  (Universalists  contend)  do  not  ment 
eternal  damnation.    The  only  material  difference  in  the  two  cases 
is,  that  the  Romanist  purgatory  provides  only  for  expiating  oef».'«/ 
offences,  while  the  Universalist  purgatory  embraces  mil  oienc^. 
The  Universalist  system  is,  therefore,  morefuUif  und  emphaticaUw 
a  purgatory,  than  that  of  the  Romish  Church.     Mr.  Aastin  can 
avoid  this  conclusion,  only  by  denying  all  he  has  said  on  the  first 
question,  and  much  that  pertains  to  the  others. 

There  is  another  fact  that  must  not  be  jpassed  over,  viz : — Romish 
purratory  is  of  UnivermliH  origin.  The  man  whom  they  claim 
as  the  most  prominent  advocate  of  their  opinions,  adopted  a  put^ 
gatory  to  help  out  his  conclusion.  Oijen,  of  the  thini  century, 
was  the  first  man  who  broached  the  subject  of  pureatorial  cleans- 
ings ;  and  though  the  idea  met  with  much  opposition  at  first,  yet 
it  was  subsequently  adopted  as  a  part  of  the  machinery  of  the 
Romish  Church.  The  Universalist  system  of  punishment  ik  a  re^ 
finement  upon  this  notion  of  Origen's,  and  through  him  is  directly 
traceable  to  Plato.  In  this  respect,  Universalism  and  Romanisa 
are  off  shoots  of  the  same  parent  stock.  It  is  very  evident  the 
gentleman  is  becoming  ashamed  of  his  own  theory—hence  hi* 
sensitivncss  when  its  real  purgatorial  character  is  brought  oat. 


this,  and  to  their  decision  I  cheerfully  submit  it,  after  giving  Uie 
judgment  of  John  Murray  on  the  same  point.    He  is  speaking  ol 
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that  system  of  pnnishment  which  began  to  be  advocated  in  his 
day,  and  has  been  taught  by  all  the  principal  Universalists  (with 
some  variation  as  to  place  and  circumstances,  not  nature  or  de- 
sign>  from  Winchester  to  J.  M.  Austin. 

**  But  as  this  doe^  not  seem  to  be  glad  tidings  to  every  crea- 
ture, we  would  say  to  the  unjust  who  must  suffer  for  their  sins^ 
that  their  sufferings  shall  filially  bring  them  to  God ,-  that  when 
they  have  suffered  as  much  as  the  justice  of  Ood  sliall  demand ^  so 
that  on  scrutinizing  the  account,  it  shall  appear  that  the  sinner 
has  paid  the  uttermost  farthing,  then  they  shall  come  forth  from 
the  deep  dungeon  where,  by  the  grace  of  Jesus  Christ,  they  have 
heen  enabled  to  suffer  so  much,  and  give  glory  to  him,  who,  by 
Bufiering  so  much  in  his  own  person,  rendered  it  possible  for 
them  to  obtain  salvation  by  their  own  deeds  and  sufferings ^ — (Life 
of  Murray,  page  295  ) 

Mr.  Austin  seems  inclined  to  cavil  as  to  the  word  contingent 
or  contingency.  As  a  theological  term,  it  implies  conditionality. 
In  this  sense  dloney  is  it  used  m  this  discussion  respecting  God's 
"will  or  purpose.  God  willed  the  perpetuity  of  the  Jewish  nation, 
hut  only  on  condition  that  they  obeyed  the  law.  God  wills  the 
salvation  of  every  sinner,  but  only  on  the  conditions  set  forth  in 
the  gospel.  The  contingency  of  human  actions,  implies  no  de- 
gree of  uncertainty  in  the  mind  of  God  respecting  the  results  of 
those  actions,  nor  respecting  his  purpose  to  deal  with  men  accor- 
ding to  their  works. 

As  I  have  now  given  the  great  body  of  those  scriptural  proofs 
I  intend  to  adduce,  I  hope,  if  the  gentleman  has  any  of  those 
strange  and  unnatural  explanations  .to  present,  which  are  peculiar 
to  Universalism,  he  will  bring  them  out  in  his  next  speech. 
Fairness  demands  this,  since  if  he  postpones  it  longer,  I  shall  not 
he  able  to  reply.  My  closing  speech  must  be  devoted  to  other 
things. — [  Time  expired. 

[MR.   AUSTIN'S  TXNTH  REPLT.] 

Gent.  Moderators  : — Mr.  Holmes'  sixteenth  Argument  in  tbs 
affirmative,  he  attempts  to  build  on  «*  the  final  condition  of  the  sin- 
ful.** There  are  some  characteristics  pertaining  to  this  argument, 
which  should  be  noticed.  It  wiU  be  seep  the  long  string  of  pas- 
sages he  has  introduced,  is  accompanied  by  little,  or  no  comment* 
to  show  their  meaning,  or  explain  their  bearing  on  the  question  in 
debate.  Knowing  as  he  does,  that  the  great  mass  of  community 
bare  been  educated  in  the  belief  that  certain  passages  of  scripture 
inculcate  the  endless  perpetuity  of  miser^r,  ne  evidently  depends 
on  this  early  bias  more  than  on  any  intrinsic  force  contained  in 
the  cited  passages,  on  minds  capable  of  thoroughly  analyzing  their 
true  intent  and  meaning.  I  think,  however^  there  must  be  a  Jarjape 
dais  among  those  usually  favorinr  his  views,  who  will  require 
Bore  than  this,  to  keep  them'  in  belief  of  a  doctrine  so  revolting 
30 
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to  all  the  better  feelings  of  their  hearts  as  endless  torment  Thw 
will  see  that  simply  to  quote  an  array  of  passages  where  the  wotcs 
**  eternal,'* "  everlasting,"  and  "  forerer"  occur,  is  not  sufficient  It 
will  be  borne  in  mind  by  them,  that  I  have  shown  by  the  most 
abundant  testimony,  that  these  words  are  of  a  very  indefinite  aad 
uncertain  meaning;  and  that  they  are  frequently  used  in  the  Bible 
to  designate  a  limited  period  of  time.  Hence  io  introducing  pas- 
sages where  they  occur,  it  lies  with  my  opponent  to  show  that 
these  words  possess  a  meaning  of  endlessness,  rather  than  of  limH' 
td  time.  Tms  is  precisely  the  point  for  him  to  establish^  iA  order 
to  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  Unless  he  does  it,  his 
quotations  will  be  of  no  avail.  .     _ 

He  attempts  to  show  in  this  argument,  what  the  j?naZ  conditioB 
of  the  sinful  will  be.  But  what  connection  have  his  scripture  quo- 
tations with  that  point?  They  speak  of  the  punishment  of  Uie 
wicked — in  some  cases  declaring  that  it  will  be  atonion  punish- 
ment But  is  there  any  intimation  in  these  passages  that  thtj 
describe  the  JincU  condition  of  those  enduring  punishment  ?  Not 
in  a  single  instance.  My  friend  adroitly  assumes  this  point  I 
insist  that  in  no  case  do  the  scriptures  describe  a  state  otpuniA' 
ment,  as  being  the  final  condition  of  the  sinful.  It  cannot  be. 
We  have  had  abundant  evidence  during  (his  debate,  that  the  pun- 
ishments of  God's  government  are  not  vindictive,  but  reformatory. 
Those,  therefore,  who  are  enduring  them,  are  in  a  slate  of  /roji*- 
ttjon,  instead  of  being  in  a  fixetl  and  final  condition.  Thin  phrase 
*•  final  condition  of  the  sinful,"  is  very  similar  to  another;  so  fre- 
quently heard  from  the  orthodox  pulpit—**  the  finally  impenitent" 
These  are  words  coined  by  men.    They  never  occur  in  the  Bible. 

Christ  was  sent  by  his  Father  on  a  great  mission  in  behalf  <rf 
iinners,  and  indsed,  of  all  men,  viz  : — to  save  them  from  ain,  tnl 
and  death.  I  know  of  no  better  way  to  learn  the  "final  coodltios* 
of  mankind,  thai^  to  ascertain  the  state  they  will  be  in,  whea 
Christ  shall  have  concluded  his  great  and  good  work.  That  most 
necessarily  be  their  final  condition.  The  Apostle  gives  us  full  is- 
formation  on  this  point.  He  declares  the  Savior  shall  succeed  n 
causing  all  men  to  bow  in  submission  to  his  peaceful  rein,  v^ 
confess  him  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father.— (Phil,  ii  it 
11.)  He  also  informs  us,  that  at  the  eonclusioa  ol  the  reign  i^ 
Jesus,  having  brought  all  mankind  into  willing  sabjeetioii  to  ki 
gospel,  he  will  deliver  up  his  Mediatorial  kingdom  into  the  ban^* 
of  the  Father,  and  God  shall  be  "  ALL  in  ALL ! !"  Here  is  t*i 
"  final  condition"  of  all  men  !  They  are  brought  to  the  eniowr 
of  liffht,  truth  and  love;  and  the  spirit  of  God  fills  evety  txf^ 
ty  of  their  souls.  If  it  can  be  shown  that  any  are  in  sia  aikd  st^ 
ery  after  this  period,  I  will  abandon  my  doctrine. 

It  will  not  be  possible  in  the  limited  time  allotted  me,  to  Botkt 
all  the  passaffes  my  friend  has  collected,  whether  relevmikt  w  in* 
levant,  and  thrown  together  in  the  argument  now  under 
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ation.  I^Qt  I  pledge  myself  to  the  audience  to  take  into  consider- 
ation as  many  of  the  mo9t  important  of  them,  as  opportunity  will 
allow.  He  nrst  introduces  a  class  of  passages  which  spedc  of  the 
**  kingdom  of  heaven,"  and  endeavors  to  a^ow  that  there  are  some 
men  who  will  never  be  permitted  to  enter  it.  Let  us  briefly 
consider  this  subject.  1.  What  is  ^*the  kingdom  of  heaven  ?*^ — 
or  "  the  kingdom  of  God  ?"  It  is  the  Mediatorial  Kingdom  which 
which  was  given  to  Christ  by  his  Father  for  certain  specific  pur- 
poses, and  wnich  he  established  at  his  advent  on  earth.  In  other 
words,  it  is  the  reisrn  of  truth,  righteousness  and  love,  which  was 
introduced  by  the  Redeemer  among  men..  ,  **  'the  kingdom  of  God 
is  not  meat  and  drink ;  but  righteousness,  and  peace,  and  joy  in 
.the  Holy  Ghost."— (Rom.  xiv.  17.)  Dr.  Adato  Clarke  says— 
**  The  kingdom  of  heaven  and  the  kingdom  of  God,  mean  the  same 
thing,  viz  :  The  dispensation  of  infinite  mercv,  and  manifestation 
of  eternal  truth,  by  Christ  Jesus."  2.  For  what  purpose  was  this 
kingdom  established  ?  It  was  to  bring  all  mankind  into  a  con- 
dition to  serve,  love  and  obey  their  Redeemer  and  their  Creator. — 
*'  I  saw  in  the  night  visions,  and  behold,  one  like  the  Son  o^  maa 
came  with  the  clouds  of  heaven,  and  csune  to  the  Ancient  of  Days, 
and  they  brought  him  near  before  him.  And  there  was  given 
him  dominion,  and  glory,  and  a  kingdom,  that  ALL  People,  Na- 
tions and   Languages  should  serve  him."— (Dan.  vii.  13,  14.) 

3.  Where  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  or  the  kingdom  of  God  ?  **  I 
tell  you  of  a  tnith,  there  be  some  standing  here,  which  shall  not 
taste  of  death,  till  they  sc£  the  kingdom  of  God." — (Luke  ix.  27.) 
«*  The  kingdom  of  heaven  is  at  hand," — (Matt.  iii.  2.)  «*  Neither 
shall  they  say,  lo,  here  !  or  lo,  there  !  for  behold  the  kingdom  of 
God  is  within  you."— (Luke  xvii.  21.)  The  kingdom  of  heaven  ift 
here  on  the  earth.  It  can  be  entered,  it  can  be  enjoyed,  here. 
Yet  as  Christ  does  not  finish  his  work  in  behalf  of  mankind  in 
this  life — as  he  completes  in  the  world  to  come,  all  the  infiuenoe 
he  is  appo'rated  to  exercise  over  them,  and  all  the  instruction  he  is 
to  impart,  to  fit  them  for  their  high  destiny — ^his  work,  his  reign, 
Ihis  kingdom  extends  to  the  future  worlds  and  will  endure  until  the 
purix>se  for  which  it  was  established,  shall  be  fully  accomplished. 

4.  When  will  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  or  the  Mediatorial  reign  of 
Cifarist,  cease  ?  It  win  cease  when  the  grand  and  desirable  object 
for  which  it  was  commenced,  is  perfectly  completed — when  Christ 
•hall  have  destroyed  unbelief,  error,  sin,  and  every  enemy  of 
man*s  happiness — ^yea.  even  the  last  great  enemy,  death  itself — 
when  he  shall  have  subdued  all  wills  to  the  Will  of  the  Supreme, 
all  hearts  to  God,  and  fitted  all  souls  for  the  residence  of  Jehovah's 
spirit  of  Infinite  Love ! !  Will  this  period  ever  arrive  ?  It  will, 
it  there  is  truth  in  God's  revealed  woid,  *'  Then  oometh  the  end ; 
when  he  diallhave  delivered  up  the  kingdom  to  God,  even  the  Fa- 
ther ;  when  he  shall  have  put  down  all  rule,  and  all  authority  and 
power — [all  the  power  alid  infloence  of  error  and  sin.]    For  he 
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must  reign,  till  he  hath  pot  all  enemies  [all  that  can  oppose  or  is- 
terrupt  man's  hap])iDess,1  under  his  feet.  The  last  enemy  that 
shall  be  destroyed,  is  death.  •  •  •  •  •  And  when  all  thuiKs 
shall  he  subdued  unto  him,  then  shall  the  Son  also  himself  & 
subject  unto  him  that  put  all  things  under  him,  that  God  maj^ 
ALL  in  ALL ! !"— (1  Cor.  xr.  24-28.) 

Elder  Holmes  maintains  that  there  is  a  class  of  men  who  wfl) 
never  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  and  hence  their  final  conditios 
must  be  one  of  endless  wretchedness.    To  sustain  this  positioQ, 
he  quotes  seTeral   passages  of  scripture,  which  declare  that  ^ 
wicked  and  unbelieytng  shall  not  enter  or  inherit  the  kingdom  of 
heaven.    But  it  will  venr  easily  be  seen  that  he  seeks  to  make 
more  of  these  scripture  declarations,  than  thej  warrant  him.     Whit 
are  we  to  understand  when  the  Bible  says  wicked  men  shall  not  ea- 
ter the  kingdom  of  Grod  ?    That  they  will  never  attain  to  that  bless- 
ing ?    Not  at  all.    The  meaning  is  that  they  can  in  no  wise  enm 
the  kingdom  of  heaven,  while  they  remain  in  sin  and  unbdiefH 
Not  a  word  in  the  scriptures  ^oes  farther  than  this.    The  roomed 
they  forsake  sin,  abandon  their  unbelief,  and  become  converted  to 
to  the  truth,  they  are  allowed  to  enter  and  enjoy  the  kingdom  of 
God — ^whether  in  this  world  or  the  next.    This  is  the  fundamentil 
principle  of  the  gospel.    The  Elder  himself  believes  a  man  who 
18  a  sinner,  may  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  on  repentance.     Let 
him  not  deny  it  here,  for  the  sake  of  gaining  a  point.     St.  Paal 
corroborates  the  view  I  have  taken.,    "Know  ye  not  that  the  wn- 
ri^hteous  shall  not  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God  ?  '  Be  not  deceived ; 
neither  fornicators,  nor  idolaters,  nor  adulterers,  nor  effeminate, 
nor  abusers  of  themselves  with  mankind,  nor  thieves,  nor  covet- 
ous,  nor  drunkards,  nor  revilers,  nor  extortioners,  shall  inherit  the 
kingdom  of  God.    And  SUCH  WERE  SOME  OF  YOU  !     But  ye 
are  washed  ^  but  ye  are  sanctified;  but  ye  are  justified »  in  the 
name  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  and  by  the  spirit  of  our  God.** — (1  Cor. 
▼i.  9—11.)    This  shows  us  that  although  at  one  time,  men  may 
not  be  allowed  to  enter  the  kingdom  of  God,'  owing  to  their  moral 
and  spiritual  unfitness,  yet  at  another  time,  the  same  indiTidoaia, 
having  turned  away|from  sin,  will  be  permitted  to  enter  and  parti- 
cipate in  the  enjoyments  of  that  kingdom.    This  principle  extends 
through  all  worlds — all  existencies.    It  directs  to  the   yw^j  bj 
which  men  can  enter  the  kingdom  of  God  here,  and  the  inray  by 
which  they  can  ent^r  that  kingdom  hereafter — for  remember  it  is 
the  same  kingdom  both  in  this  world  and  the  next.     Thoogh  met 
may  be  so  long  blinded  by  sin  and  unbelief,  as  to  die  tinder  theu 
influence,  yet  hereafter  they  will  still  have  the  privile^  qI  enter- 
ing the  kingdom  of  heaven  on  the  same  terms — through  repentaace 
and  faith.    This  is  the  rule  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  here,  it  wiU 
be  the  rule  of  the  same  kingdom  of  heaven  hereafter  !     Does  mj 
opponent  deny  this  ?    Then  it  devolves  on  him  to  show  to  the 
contrary.    Let  him  point  to  the  passage  which  declaras  if  %  w^ 
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^068  not  enter  the  kingdom  of  God  at  one  particnlar  time,  he  can- 
not be  allowed  to  at  another  time.  Let  him  give  the  evidence 
that  the  principles  on  which  men  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven  in 

"%•  '•world  to  come,  are  different  from  those  on  which  that  privi- 
lege is  granted  here.  The  Savior  accused  the  Jews  of  seeking^ 
shut  the  kingdom  of  heaven  against  men  here ;  will  he  do  the  same 
himself  her^ter  f  What  worse  is  it  to  shut  up  that  kingdom  in 
this  world,  than  it  would  be  in  the  next?  All  men  who  do  not 
from  any  cause,  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven  in  this  worlds  will, 
en  the  clearest  equitable  and  gospel  principles,  have  the  privilege 
€f{  doing  this,  in  the  life  to  come,  on  complying  with  the  stipula- 
ted terms.  That  they  will  in  time  avail  themselves  of  so  gracious 
a  privilege,  comply  with  the  conditions,  and  be  at  length  received 
into  the  Kingdom  of  God,  is  the  clearest  deduction  of  reason  and 
Analogy,  It  is  moreover  supported  by  many  declarations  of  the 
Bible,  especially  that  most  luminous  passage  in  which  Jesus  de- 
4;lare8  that  he  will  draw  ALL  MBN  unto  him  ! — (John  xii.  32.) 

The  Sin  agaimt  the  Holy  Ghont,  (Matt.  xii.  31,  32,  and  Mark 
xii.  £8,  29,)  is  a  portion  of  scripture  upon  which  Elder  Holmes  re- 
lies for  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question.  I  am  con- 
strained to  ex])re88  my  conviction  that  he  places  his  chief  depend- 
€nce  for  the  aid  this  passage  yields  his  doctrine,  more  upon  the 
ignorance  of  people  in  regard  to  it,  than  their  knowledge  of  its 
correct  import.  He  calls  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  *^  the 
unpardonable  ain,'^  by  which  a  false  impression  is  conveyed  of  its 
nature.  It  is  by  the  utterance  of  sucn  phrases — by  the  indul-* 
gence  of  absurd  conjectures,  and  groundless  and  unauthorized 
descriptions  of  this  sin — that  the  partialist  clergy  have  very  ef- 
fectually succeeded  in  darkening  the  public  mina  in  respect  to  its 
true  nature,  and  clothing  it  in  robes  so  black,  as  to  drive  multi- 
tudes to  insanity  and  suicide,  in  the  fear  that  they  have  fallen 
under  its  dread  anathema!     Yet  the  intelligent  portion  of  these 

'  clefgymen  know  better  than  to  make  the  use  they  do  of  this  pas- 
sage of  scripture.  Their  own  minds' have  been  enlijgbtened  in 
regard  to  its  genuine  intent.  Have  they  enlightened  the  minds 
of  their  hearers  ?  They  know  there  is  a  general  misimpression 
in  regard  to  the  nature  anti  consequences  of  this  sin.  Have  they 
taken  pains  to  disabuse  the  public  mind  of  the  false  views  under 
which  it  has  so  long  labored  upon  this  matter  t  When  was  a 
clergyman  of  a  Kmitarian  sect,  ever  known  to  preach  upon  the 
0in  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  without  falling  into  the  old  track  in 
which  his  benighted  predecessors  walked  centuries  ago  ?  When 
has  one  ever  taken  the  pains  really  to  instruct  and  enlighten  his 
hearers  in  regard  to  this  subject  ?  Tbe  same  questions  may  be 
asked  respecting  several  other  disputed  passages  of  scripture.  In 
truth,  many  of  this  class  of  preachers  would  seem  to  be  laboring 
more  to  keep  their  people  from  the  light,  than  to  lead  them  into 
itf  aa  in  duty  bouod ! 
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1.  What  18  the  Sin  against  tlic  Holy  Gboert?  ItcoBBiatedin^iscci* 
biuj^thepotrer  by  which  Jesus  performed  hid  mi^lesi  to  an  imag- 
inaryevii  B^ii—toffeelzebubi  an  idol  which  theheathen  £krooite«i 
worshipped  as  "  the  god  qi  /fici"— instead  of  aspribine  it  to  Q^^ 
That  this  alone  constituted  that  sin,  is  the  opinion  of  all  commen- 
tators. Dr.  Adam  Clarke  says — "  The  unpardonable  sin,  as  some 
tarnpi  it,  is  neither  less  ppr  more  than  ascribing  the  iniracles  of 
Cliii^  W'ougfht  by  the  powe;*  of  God,  to  the  spirit  of  the  devil'^ 
— i.  p.^  to  the  idol  Beelzebub,  the  devil  of  the  Ekronites.  Thus 
the  sin  was  {peculiarly  a  Jewish  one.  It  was  also  a  national  sin. 
It  vras  committed  alone  by  those  in  whose  midst  Jesus  oerformed 
hia  miracles.  No  other  people— no  other  individuals — ^nare  com- 
spitted  it,  or  can. 

2.  What  was  to  be  the  fate  of  those  Jews  who  committed  thb 
flin  1  Elder  Holmes  would  have  you  believe  the  guilt  of  this  of* 
feiic^  will  never  be  remitted — that  no  forgiveness  ever  will  be  ex* 
tended  to  them,  hut  throughout  eternity  they  must  be  plunged  int^ 
uzunitigsUed  torment.  The  passage,  however,  so  fiar  f^om  comi- 
tfinancing  an  idea  of  this  nature,  afiords  j^oof  directly  a^^lAst  it. 
Matthew  says— ^'  Verily  I  eay  unto  you  ALL  MANN  w  o£  sia 
and  blaswemy  ^utll  he  forgiven  unto  men."  In  Luke  tc  redA% 
"  Verily  X  say  unto  you,  ALL  sins  shall  be  forgiven  unto  the  sona 
of  men,  and  Dlasphemies  wherewith  soever  they  shall  blasphemed* 
This  language  reveals  the  fuadamental  principle  of  tlie  gosp^, 
ifi  T^gixaXfi  forgi^ness.  It  declares  that  all  manner  of  ain,  of 
whatsoever  naoie  or  nature — which  assuredly  includes  the  sia 
against  tne  Moly  G^ost — shall  be  forgiven  unto  men.  This  cor- 
Xi^i^nda  with  the  declaration  of  St.  John — ^  If  we  confi^se  ooi 
^^  he  lA  faithful  and  just  io  forgive  us  our  sins,  and  to  cleanse 
na  from  f U  unrighteousness.'^ — (1  JoW  i.  9.)  Not  that  they 
^all  be  saved  from  t^e  iust  punishment  of  sin ;  but  when  tkey 
adiow  the  punishments  of  the  Divine  Government  to  bring  them 
to  genuine  repentance  of  sin — to  turn  them  from  its  practice  and 
iXslovej  into  the  paths  of  obedience  and  righteousness — then  tha 
goilt  resting  upon  them  shall  be  reinoved,  and  they  shall  be  fes* 
tored  to  the.  approbation  of  God,  and  the  enjoyments  of  rirtae 
and  piety.  But  while  aU  manner  of  sin  shall  thus  be  forgiven, 
^ere  was  one  kind  of  sin-^this  national  sin  of  the  Jews,  of  %a. 
eribing  the  power  by  which  Christ  performed  his  miracles,  to 
Beelzebub,  instead  of  God — that  would  not  be  forgiven  for  a  long 
fpace  of  time,  viz.  ^  neither  in  this  world,  [to  aioaiy]  neither  in 
^e  world  to  come,"  [to  meUonti.J  The  word  atoni  in  this  place, 
evidently  has  the  meaning  of  age  or  dispensation.    Dr.  Adan 


por  in  that  which  was  tp  come,  viz.  the  CHaiaruN.       Tbia 
Wirli  tQ  come  is  the  constant  phrase  for  the  times  of  the  Mfwiaiah. 
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in  the  Jewish  writers.^'  Thus  Dr.  Clarke  supports  the  position 
r  have  taken  on  this  subject,  and  flatly  contradicts  Elder  Holmes, 
and  all  others  who  insist  that  "  the  world  to  come,"  refers  to  an- 
other state  of  existence.  Has  the  Eider,  has  any  Methodist  cler- 
men,  ever  given  the  people  who  look  to  them  for  instruction,  the 
views  of  their  own  Dr.  Clarke  6n  this  subject  ?  Why  do  they 
withhold  Ruch  information  from  them  1 

But  Mark  says,  he  that  **  shall  blaspheme  against  the  Holy 
Ghost  hath  never  forgiveness."  Dr.  Clarke  assures  us  this  worj 
•*  never'^  is  omitted  in  many  of  the  oldest  copies  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament. He  mentions  ten  different  ancient  copies  where  it  is  not 
found.  Among  others  he  s&ys  it  is  not  in  oezae^s  New  Tes- 
tament, supposed  to  be  written  in  the  third  century,  or  only  about 
one  hundred  and  fifty  years  after  the  death  of  tne  Apostles.  It 
is  also  omitted  in  a  copy  by  Athanasius,  Bishop  of  Alexandriai 
Ivho  lived  about  two  hundred  years  after  St.  John.  But  allow- 
ing the  word  "  never,"  to  be  genuine,  it  is  not  a  true  rendering  of 
the  original  Greek.  The  more  proper  translation  of  '*  eis  ton  aio* 
fio,"  is,  hath  not  forgiveness  to  the  age.  The  word  ^^never^'  is  fre- 
quently used  in  the  scriptures  in  a  limited  sense.  "  The  fire  shall 
ever  be  burning  upon  the  altar.  It  shall  never  ^o  out." — (Lev. 
vi.  13.)  Yet  the  fire  on  the  Jewish  altar  of  sacrifice,  expired 
ages  since.  To  David  it  was  said — "  Now  therefore,  the  sword 
shall  never  depart  from  thy  house." — (2  Sam.  xii.  10.)  The 
sword  departed  from  the  house  of  David  thousands  of  years  a^o. 
The  wora  "  never" — aiona — in  these  and  many  other  instances  sig- 
nifies an  indefinite^  but  not  an  endless^  period  of  time. 

In  Mark,  the  passage  under  consideration,  concludess  by  ad- 
ding— "  But  is  in  danger  of  eternal  damnation" — laioniou  krieeos 
—age-lasting  condemnation.]  Dr.  Clarke  renders  it,  "everlas- 
ting judgment."  He  savs  that  several  ancient  manuscript  copies 
of  the  New  Testament,  have  it — "shall  be  in  danger  of  everlas- 
ting [age-lasting]  sin  or  trespass J*"^ 

The  meaning  of  the  whole  passage  is  evidently  this:  That 
the  sin  of  attributing  Christ's  miracles  to  the  i>ower  of  Beelzebub, 
is  one  in  which  the  Jewish  people  would  be  involved  for  a  long 
period  of  lime — that  from  generation  to  generation,  they  would 
cling  to  the  falsehood  with  the  utmost  pertinacity — that  during 
the  remainder  of  the  Jewish  age,  its  blindness  would  be  upon 
them ;  and  that  in  the  Christian  dispensation,  as  a  nation  they 
would  still  insist  that  Jesus  was  an  impostor,  and  God  was  not 
with  him  in  any  of  his  ereat  and  marvellous  works.  While  in- 
volved in  this  sin  and  cRnging  to  it,  they  could  not  be  forgiven, 
either  under  the  Jewish  or  Christian  era,  but  must  suffer  the  pun- 
ishment due  their  unbelief.  But  this  is  no  evidence  that  Jews 
will  not,  in  process  of  time,  be  brought  to  see  their  stubborn  (oUy 
— repent  of  their  sins,  turn  to  Christ,  and  embrace  his  gospel. 
When  that  time  comes — either  in  this  world  or  the  next — wnen 
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punishment  has  accomplished  its  work  on  that  mysterious  peo- 
ple, and  due  repentance  has  brought  them  to  the  foot  of  the  cross 
— then  their  blindness  will  be  forgiven  them,  and  they  will  be 
received  by  Christ  into  his  kingdom,  and  become  heirs  of  all  its 
promises.    That  such  a  blessed  era  will  yet  dawn  on  the  descend- 
ants of  Abraham,  is  clearly  foretold  by  St  Paul — "I  would, 
brethren,  that  ye  should  not  be  ignorant  of  this  mystery,  [an  ig- 
norance in'which  my  opponent  and  his  school  seem  still  involved,] 
lest  ye  should  be  wise  m  your  own  conceits,  that  blindness  in  part, 
is  happened  to  Israel,  until  the  fulness  of  the  Gentiles  be  come 
in.     And  so  all  Israel  shall  be  saved,  as  it  is  written:     There 
shall  come  out  of  Zion  a  Deliverer,  and  shall  turn  away  ungod- 
liness from  Jacob.    For  this  is  my  covenant  unto  .them  when  I 
shall  take  away  their  sins." — (Rom.  xi.  25-27.)    We  will  now 
advance  to  the  consideration  of  other  passages  of  scripture,  which 
my  opponent  has  introduced  in  suppon  of  the  affirmative. 

Heb.  vi.  4-6  — "  It  is  impossible  for  those  who  were  once  co- 
lightened,  and  have  tasted  of  the  heavenly  gift,  •  •  *  •  • 
f  they  shall  fall  away,  to  renew  them  again  unto  repentance; 
jceing  they  crucify  to  themselves  the  Son  of  God  afresh,  and  pot 
lim  to  an  open  shame.**  In  insisting  this  passage  teaches  that 
hose  who  fall  into  sin,  after  once  having  been  converted  to  Ctod, 
:an  never  be  renewed  a^^ain,  the  Elder  denies  one  of  the  distin- 
guishing traits  of  the  religion  of  the  Methodists.  Their  system 
caches  that  men  who  "  fall  from  grace,*'  can  be  renewed  again. 
V.nd  surely  they  have  had  experience  enough  in  this  matter,  to 
est  it  thoroughly.  Their  Confession  of  Faith,  lays  down  the  fol- 
owing  rule ; — "  Wherefore,  the  grant  of  repentance  is  not  to  be 
lenied  to  such  as  fall  into  sin  after  justification.  After  we  have 
eceiyed  the  Holv  Ghost,  we  may  depart  from  grace  gWen,  and 
all  into  sin,  and  by  the  grace  of  Goo,  rise  again  and  amend  our 
ives.**  The  class  referred  to  hy  the  passage  under  consideration, 
ffords  a  case  precisely  in  point  to  the  words  of  the  Methodist 
)iscipline.  They  were  not  sceptics,  infidels,  scoffers  of  religion, 
nd  rejecters  of  Christianity  ;  but  were  those  who  professed  the 
Christian  religion,  but  had  in  an  evil  moment,  given  way  to 
imptation,  and  fallen  into  sin.  In  insisting  that  they  cannot  be 
3newed,  the  Elder  violates  his  Confession  of  Faith,  and  lays  him- 
elf  open  to  the  charge  of  heresy/  The  Confession  of  Faith  is 
Drrect  on  this  point.  St  Paul  evidently  did  not  design  to  convey 
le  idea  of  the  literal  tmpossibiiity  of  renewing  those  who  had 
illen  away  from  the  path  of  christian  rectitude.  The  Greek 
'ord  rendered  *•  impossible,"  is  adunaton,  which  signifies  weak- 
ess,  infirmity,  and  sometimes  impossibility.  But  in  the  latter 
ise,  it  is  evidently  not  understood  in  a  strictly  literal  sea«e; 
hrist  said  to  his  disciples — *•  Nothing  shall  be  impossible  [ocfu* 
atesei]  unto  you."— (Matt.  xvii.  iJO.)  The  Savior  could  not 
i?e  intended  to  use  this  word  in  its  full  and  literal  import.     So 
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«Ad  eictnme  sease,  would  A9  ^^aee  to  reason,  aaalcM^ir,  and  th^f 
«iiftii«  ««i!reiit  al  the  Bible.  That  the  nu>st  wickea  con  be  re- 
ioiDttd — ^t^at  it  if  an  event  within  the  reach  ot  tiod'a  grace  and 
fo^ttt  cannot  admit  of  a  JatitopU  doubt  The  Saviour  fiecJfurea,  in 
celerence  to  a  ebailar  caae,  the  supipoeed  impoesibiiity  of  a  rich 
man  being  aayed  :  ''  With  God  0/^  thinp  are  POSSIBLE  !  r-- 
(M«tt.  Xix.  26.)  At  laoBt  we  should  nnderetand  the  language  0^ 
St.  Paul  as  anserting  triat  it  ie  much  more  diffkctdt  to  renew  on^^ 
who  hpe  lalUa  #wfO^  ^m  litf^t  ami  ko<M;irledge.  than  to  bring 
Ihoee  to  repen^ce  who  h(9d  never  made  any  prolewion  of  re* 
Jiigioo. 

2  Theea.  i<  6-19.—^'  Seeing  it  if  arightepuathiag  witjh  God  to  re^ 
jcompenae  trib^ilatioa  to  theia  th4,t  trouble  you.  And  to  you  who 
•ce  troubled,  rest  with  jU6»  whan  the  Lord  Jeaus  aha|l  be  revealed 
ixom  heaveni  with  hie  mighty  vigela,  in  flaming  fire,  taking  ven- 
geance on  thwai  that  know  nojt  God,  and  that  oDey  not  the  kospe| 
#f  o9r  Lord  Jeans  Chriat;  who  aball  be  piunished  with  ^yerUstinflr 
dealYUiCtion  fAnn  the  preseaoe  ol  tha  fA>rd,  and  from  the  glory  of 
Ilia  power.'^  My  friend  appliea  thia  passage  wholly  to  tbe  sceuM 
of  anotW  wof m.  But  iJb^e  could  npt  weU  be  a  mor|i  marked 
^erverskin  of  eenpture. 

].  Who  were  thaae  that  were  tronbled?    Thjey  vp»ce  the  Chri«p 
lian  oonverta  in  the  city  of  Thaasalonica^  to  w||om  the  iwp  enia- 
llea  to  the  Thaesalonians  w^e  ad^reaaed.    .2.  Who  were  tineir 
ftronhloia?    They  ware  the  ^wish  residents  in  th^t  c^y*     By 
aoasttltinn^he  I7th  Chapter  of  Act#.  it  will  be  ajsen  that  the  ^ 
ilempts  orSt  Paul  tp efl&hUah  thp  gofpel  at  iCheMaloniaat  wei^ 
moat  bittedy  opposed  by  the  Jewa.    In  fact,  iht  chief  oepoaitio|i 
to  the  gospel  every  where  in  that  agSi  oriainated  wit^  the  Jewa. 
a.  What  was  the  ptmiahment  d^no^nced  by  the  Apostle*  upon 
these  persecuting  Jews  ?    They  were  to  be  <*  punished  wUh  ever* 
bating  deatructioa,  loUtkron  a¥>moii,]  f^om  the  preeence  of  the 
Lord*  aAd  frop- the  glory  of  4iif  powa^^-''    It  ia  only  |rpm  an  igt^ 
jranpf  of  the  terms  the  Apoatle  used*  that  this  language  <?aa  be 
.aqpposed  to  aunport  the  doctrjiae  ol  eadleas  woe.    It  haa  alr^eady 
Iheen  shown  that  aimiion  has  iidie  signification  ol  ind^ftnixe  \m% 
.more  or  leas  protraated  in  dufatAon>  in  accordance  with  the  nature 
of  the  aubject  with  which  it  is  conne<<ted*    In  this  in^ncet  theita 
xan  be  no  better  conatraction  ol  aiowm,  t,han  ngt-Uuting,    T 
word  *<  oMwou,''  tcan^ted  des^ruUion,  signLHes  pain,  sufier' 
ol  any -description.    That  the  KJcipture  writeia  did  not  deppt 
ibis  word  the  endless  torment  of  the  aonl,  ia  evident  from 
manner  they  need  lU — ^*  To  deliver  auch  a  one  iinto  Satan, 
adversajcy,]  lor  the  deatruct^on  [oletbron]  of  the  fleah,  thai 
apirit  may  be  sayed  in  the  day  of  the  Lord.*' — (1  Cor.  y.  6.) 
acri^tore  phxaseoiogy  •*deatni0tion"  usually  denq^  a  otate 
put>ifhnwp»f>  bnt  o^t  fhcoQditi9ii.(e^iNiH(h4^M^)s.«ofadim^ 
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/ 
tion,  as  my  opposer  would  bare  you  beliete.  Th«  Bible  qyeaks 
of  restoring  and  savins  tbose  who  are  destroyed,  A  few  «Kaai* 
pies  win  clearly  establish  this  fact :  "  O  Isniel,  thou  hast  dif- 
trayed  thyself ;  but  in  me  is  thy  Ae/;>."— (Hosea  xiii.  ».)  ••  Tbea 
they  cry  unto  the  Lord  in  their  trouble,  and  he  saveth  thcoi  om 
of  their  distresses.  He  sent  his  word  and  healed  them,  and  de> 
livered  them  from  then dettruetionsr^FB.  cvii.  19,  20.)  ••The* 
turnest  man  to  destruaian ;  and  sayest.  Return  ye  ehtJdrui  of 
men."— (Ps.  xc.  3.) 

4.  '^From  the  presence  of  the  Lord,  and  from  the  ghry  tfkm 
power. ^^—Ont  part  of  the  punishment  of  these  persecutinr  Jews. 
was  to  be  removed  from  the  presence  of  the  Loni.  Elder  tMnea 
construes  this  declaration  Hterallu,  and  insists  that  **from  the  pres- 
ence of  the  Lord,"  signifies  being  banished  literally  from  Ood*a  pres- 
ence, to  realms  of  eTerlasting  darkness  and  woe.  Bat  mrely 
those  possessing  the  least  discernment,  must  discover  die  absardity 
of  suco  a  thought.  God's  presence  fills  all  space.  «*  Whither  shatt 
I  go  from  thy  spirit  ?  or  wnither  shall  I  flee  from  di v  presence  ?  If 
I  ascend  up  into  heaven,  thou  art  there.  If  I  make  my  bed  ift 
HELL,  [Heb.  S^eo/— Greek,  Hades,'^  behold  thou  artthefc^—^Pa. 
cxxxiz.  7, 8.)  If  my  friend  insists  this  punishment  is  from  the  pres* 
ence  of  the  Lord,  then  it  cannot  be  in  tne  hell  of  which  he  prettcbee 
so  much.  For  God*s  presence  is  there.  As  the  punishment  cmn* 
not  be  in  hell,  will  he  inform  us  where  it  is  experienced  ?  It 
will  be  evident  to  all  reflecting  minds,  that  the  phrase  **the  prea- 
race  of  the  Lord  and  the  glory  of  his  power,"  has  a  peculiar  mnd 
local  signification.  An  acquaintance  with  Jewish  ^^toms  and 
scripture  terms,  will  afibrd  all  needed  light  on  this  point,  l^e 
Jews  believed  God  was  peculiarly  present  in  hit  Temple  at  Jem^ 
salem,  and  that  he  manifested  his  presence  in  the  light  of  the  holy 
ehMna,  which  glowed  above  the  mercy-seat  between  the  wings  m 
the  cherubim.  Here  God  promised  to  meet  the  High  Priest  and 
commune  with  him.— (See  Ex.  xxv.  22.)  Goinginto  the  temple  was 
considered  entering  ihe  preMnee  of  the  Lord.  **Let  qs  come  beibra 
his  PBXSENCK  with  thanksgiving." — (Ps.  xcr.  2.)  •^Serve  th€  Loni 
with  gladness;  come  before  his  pacsKNCx  with  singinff.* — (Pis. 
c  2.)  Going  from  any  particular  locality  where  God  luid  field  ape* 
eial  communion  with  men,  is  denominate  in  scripture  phraseok>gj, 
departing  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord.  After  God  had  met  Cam 
and  pronounced  his  judgments  upon  him  for  the  murder  of  kta 
brother,  it  is  said — <* And  Cain  went  out  from  the  pkbskiick  of  the 
Lord,  and  dwelt  in  the  land  of  Nod.**— (Gen.  iv.  16.)  ''But  Jonali 
rose  up  to  flee  unto  Tarsbish  from  the  panxiiaB  of  the  Lord.  ■ 
*  *  *  The  men  [mariners]  knew  that  he  fled  from  the  pas*. 
KHOB  of  the  Lord,  because  he  had  told  them." — (Jonah  L  3.-10.) 
The  phrase  *  presence  of  the  Lord,"  as  used  in  the  passage  imder 
consideration,  should  evidently  be  understood  in  aecordanee  >iriili 
its  neage  in  the  examples  I  have  eited.    Those  Jews  wlio  *nPCMib» 
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led^*  and  persecuted  the  Cliristtan  conrerts  at  that  time,  would  be 
baniftbed  from  Jerusalem,  and  from  the  holy  temple  where  God's 

Srevence  was  beltered  to  be  manifested  in  a  peculiar  manner  to 
is  chosen  people. 

5.  When  was  this  aionion  [a^-lasting]  punishment,  this  banish- 
ment from  the  pr^ence  of  the  tjxd^  to  take  place  ?  The  Apostle 
dledared  it  was  to  be  **  when  the  Lord  Jesus  should  be  revealed 
ftora  heaven  with  his  mig^hty  angels,*^  etc.  When  was  this  to  take 
place  ?  Let  the  Savior  himself  answer.  •*  The  Son  of  man  shall 
come  in  the  glory  of  his  Father,  with  his  angels ;  and  then  shall 
he  reward  every  man  according  to  his  works.  Verily  I  say  unto 
you,  there  be  some  standing' here  which  shall  not  taste  <^  death,  till 
they  SBB  the  Son  of  man  coming  in  his  kingdom." — (Matt,  xvi.27, 
29.)  "  When  they  persecute  you  in  this  city,  flee  ye  into  another. 
For  verily  I  say  unto  you,  ye  shall  not  have  gone  over  the  cities 
of  Israel,  tilt  the  Son  of  man  be  come."— (Matt.  x.  23.)  In  refer- 
ence to  his  coming  with  his  holy  angels,  the  Savior  exclaims 

**  Verily  I  say  unto  you,  this  generation  shall  not  pass,  till  all 
these  things  be  fulfilled.*'— (Matt.  xxiv.  34.)  If  we  can  receive 
the  express  declarations  of  Christ,  we  are  compelled  to  believe  that 
his  coming  with  his  holy  angels,  [which  was  unquestionably  a 
spiritual  coming,]  was  in  that  generation,  soon  after  the  epistles 
to  the  Thessalonians  were  written.  Drs.  Gill,  Adam  Clarke, 
Pearce,  Csppe,  Hammond,  Knatchbull,and  a  host  of  other  com- 
mentators, all  unite  in  asserting  the  spiritual  coming  of  Christ  du- 
ring  the  Apostolic  age,  to  abrogate  the  Levttical  dispensation,  de- 
stroy the  Jewish  worship,  tenr^e,  city  and  nation,  and  establish 
Christianitv  on  a  firm  basis.  Then  it  was  that  those  who  *'/roii6- 
led**  the  followers  of  Christ,  were  banished  from  God's  presence  at 
the  temple — and  carried  far  away,  and  scattered  among  all  nations, 
where  they  remain  enduring  their  age-lasting  punishment,  to  the 
present  day. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  Jews  to  whom  the  passage  under  consid- 
eration was  addressed,  were  not  residents  of  Jerusalem  or  Judea, 
but  of  Thessalwma.  Very  true — ^but  let  it  be  remembered  the  Jew- 
ish residents  in  that  city,  and  throughout  the  Roman  empire,  were 
invt^ved  in  the  same  overthrow,  and  carried  into  the  same  captiv- 
ity, and  subjected  to  the  same  punishments,  as  their  brethren  in  Je- 
ruMilemand  Judea.  The  view  I  have  taken  of  this  passage  is  ful- 
ly corroborated  by  Dr.  Hammond  and  other  commentators. 

Elder  Holmes  introduces  a  class  of  passages  where  the  word 
'^  heli^  occurs.  He  says  that  the  panishment  of  the  wicked  in  hell, 
is  their  LAST  state  I !  I  must  beg  to  difier  from  my  friend  on  this 
point.  Does  either  of  the  passages  he  has  quoted,  assert  that  the 
punishment  of  the  wicked  in  hell  is  their  last  estate  ?  No.  He 
oannot  find  a  passage  in  the  scriptures  which  declares  that  hell  it« 
self,  is  to  endure  forever.  Gn  me  contrary,  the  Bible  expresdy 
says  that  hell  afaaU  be  DESTOOYED— •«  O  gmve  f  Heb.  shtol'-jQf: 
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hwUsI  I  will  be  thy  ilet&tcdtVm.'*— Oio^e*  xiti.  14.)  flirt  iIiamm 
yrord  tktol — hadei—octuTB,  which  in  several  of  the  pftseages  lh« 
]£lder  quotes  is  trUnslated  '^hell.**  This  deelaree  tv^htttkaUy, 
that  hell  shall  be  destroyed.  '*  Death  and  hell  were  eaat  into  lh« 
lake  of  fire** — ^i.  e,,  were  destroyed.— (Rer.  xx.  14.)  How  can  bell 
be  the  "  lait  itat^'  of  any  class  of  men  when  it  is  to  be  deaivoytd  i 

The  word  "Helt*  is  translated  from  Skeol,  in  the  Hebrew,  aoi 
Hades  and  Gehenna,  in  the  Greek.  The  two  £tst  were  need  aa* 
ciently  to  signify  an  invisible  verld,  which  was  formerly  sappOMd 
to  exist  in  the  centre  of  the  earth,  and  whither  it  was  tbown  ia 
early  ages,  the  souls  of  aU  men,  both  good  and  bad,  weal  at  dtatlu 
These  words  were  frequently  used  to  signify  simply  the  grevc 
Sometimes  also  they  were  used  in  a.figuraluf€  sen^e— denoting  m 
condition  of  darkness,  anxiety  and  wretchedness,  m  this  world. 
Gehenna,  is  compounded  of  two  words — GiHinnomy  or  the  valley 
of  the  son  of  Hinnom.  It  was  situated  near  Jemealeiii,  and  waa 
desecrated  to  the  vilest  of  purposes.  It  waa  the  plate  of  the  eze* 
eution  of  criminals  by  stoning  and  burning  to  death.  Fixes  mtsft 
also  kept  burning  there  perpetually,  to  consume  the  o&U  ol  tho 
city.  Professor  Stuart  says  of  this  valley  of  Gehenaar^'^PerpaC- 
ual  firee  were  kept  up  in  oider  to  consume  the  o&l  which  was  d^ 
posited  there.  And  as  the  same  offitl  would  breed  4Ainiis»  beiMa 
came  the  expression,  ^*  where  their  worm  dieth  not,  tmd  ike  Jne  m 
not  quenched.*^  This  Gehenna  was  a  plaee  of  great  dread  to  tha 
^ews.  In  some  passages  in  the  N<^w  Testament,  where  it  ia  truii- 
Ued  A^//,  it  means  punishment  literally  administered  in  that  valley. 

i  other  instances,  it  is  used  in  a./ij^ra<tt;esense,  as  de8cii|itive  oi 

e  punishments  inflicted  on  the  Jews.    I  will  notke  a  lew  pa»- 

iges  the  Elder  has  introduced  under  this  head. 

Ps.  ix.  17.— •«*  The  wicked  shall  be  turned  into  hell,  (Mse/O  sad 

11  the  nations  that  for j;et  God  !  V  Sheol  here  ia  used  in  a  Qma* 
ive  sense,  denoting  pain  and  wretchedness.  The  mining  ^  a^ 
Psalmist  evidently  is,  that  the  widced,  whether  individuals  or  a^ 
tions,  shall  most  assuredly  receive  a  iust  punidimeat  for  theii*  aisai, 
But  not  a  word  is  said  in  regard  to  t&e  length  ol  time  that  poaiaii* 
ment  shall  continue. 

Matt,  xxiii.  33. — **  Ye  serpents,  ye  geneiationof  vipers,  Imiwcwh 

Je  escape  the  damnation  of  hell  }"*^lkri$eos  tee  geennee — tbs  co«* 
en^nation  of  Gehenna.]  Ye  wicked  Jews,  how  can  ye  expea  to 
escape  the  sore  punishment  which  is  impending  over  your  devoAei 
city  and  nation  ? 

Mark  ix:  43.— « If  thy  hand  offend  thee,  cot  it  oO*.  It  is  belter 
^r  thee  to  enter  into  life  maimed^  than  having  two  hands  to  go  uno 
hell,  Igeennani  into  the  fire  that  never  shall  be  eueaohed :  wbsfs 
their  worm  dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is  not  qoe&ehed.*'  Yoa  kad  bel- 
ter part  with  the  most  valuable  possessions  or  enjoyoienta  yoa  have* 
and  enter  iato  the  spiritual  life  imparted  by  the  coapeK  and  be  aiife 
from  the  teoible  commotion  sooa  to  tieiispire  in  Tndsstthaa  to  elii^ 
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Ip  Umn,  and  baeooM  involved  ib  Uie  GkliAnna  oTCrtluow  sad  p«D« 
ishmeDt  which  is^oon  to  come  upon  the  doomed  Jewish  nation. 
This  is  the  plain  meaning  of  this  greatly  misunderstood  passage, 
pr.  Clarke  ■»>••  the  words  *'  fire  that  never  shall  be  quenched »** 
are  not  to  be  found  in  sixteen  or  seventeen  of  the  ancient  copies  ot 
the  New  Testament ;  and  that  some  eminent  critics  believe  these 
WOfids  to  haye  been  spuriously  added  by  some  copyist.  As  to  the 
meaning  of  the  words  *^  where  their  worm  dieth  not  and  the  fire  ia 
not  quenched/'  I  have  above  gjven  the  explanation  of  Professor 
Stuart 

Matt.  X.  28.—''  Fear  not  them  which  kill  the  body,  but  aie  not 
ahle  to  kill  the  soul ;  but  rather  fear  him  which  is  able  to  destroy 
iafoUmi)  both  soul  and  body  in  hell." — iGetnne.l  The  object 
01  this  laogoa^e  which  Jesus  addressed  to  his  disciples,  w€^  to 
inspire  them  with  courage  and  confidence,  in  the  midst  of  the  per* 
ils  oy  which  they  would  be  surrounded  iu  proclaiming  his  gospel. 
He  would  have  them  entertain  no  fear  of  any  injury  men  could 
inflict  up<m  them.  The  most  they  could  do  would  be  to  kill  the 
hody.  Farther  than  this  they  could  not  go.  There  we0  but  one 
being  who  could  inflict  a  permanent  injury  upon  them  and  that 
was  God.  He  could  destroy  [annihilate]  both  soul  and  body  ia 
the  midst  of  the  dreadful  fires  of  the  valley  of  Gehenna*  But  be^ 
cause  God  has  the  power  to  annihilate  man,  it  is  no  rational  evi^ 
dence  that  he  will  do  so.  John  the  Baptist  said  to  the  Pharisees* 
'*  God  is  AILS  of  these  stones  to  raise  up  children  to  Abraham.^' 
— (Matt.  iii.  9.)  But  he  did  not  express  any  belief  that  God  wotdd 
io  a  work  of  that  description.  Jehovah  is  able  to  sink  all  men, 
and  the  wh^le  Universe,  into  utter  annihilation  at  a  single  wofd« 
hut  who  apnrehends  he  will  speak  such  a  word ! 

The  **  fallen  angels,"  (Jude  6,)  have  been  introduced  by  my  op* 
ponent.    I  am  surprised  he  should  quote  that  passage  for  the  use 
be  has.    Does  he  believe  there  was  once  actually  a  WAR  in 
heaven  1 — ^That  the  angels  in  the  abodes  of  infinite  beatitude,  re- 
ally had  a  fight,  and  that  a  part  of  them  were  defeated  and  thrust 
out  i^^o  darKness.     If  there  has  been  such  a  war  in  heaven 
heretofore,  there  may  be  again.    And  if  those  who  dwelt  there 
•at  one  time,  were  cast  out,  who  knows  but  my  friend  and  others 
of  his  school,  if  they  should  ever  be  so  fortunate  as  to  arrive  in 
heaven,  may  in  some  future  age,  eneage  in  a  war  there  and  in 
like  manner,  lose  the  field  and  be  thrown  over  the  battlementr 
into  hell !    Is  it  not  remarkable  that  men  possessing  ordinarv  i 
telligence,  should  cling  to  these  old  heathen  notion*,  amid  i 
light  of  the  present  age ! !    The  £lder  declares  these  angels  i 
from  heaven/    I  deny  this.  .  We  have  no  knowlecke  that  tb 
fell  at  ail,  from  any  place.    The  account  simply  declares  it 
*'  leh  their  habitation."    It  says  nothing  of  heaven)  or  of  ai 
war  ever  having  been  there.    These  aagela  were  **  reserved  . 
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©▼Briartmi^  [afdiois]  chains,  unto  the  judgment  of  tli«  greaf  day.** 
That  this  condition  of  captivity  and  darkness  was  not  to  be  un- 
ending, is  evident  from  the  fact  that  they  were  resenred  only-  ffw- 
til  the  judgment  of  the  great  day,  when  their  chains  wouM  be 
taken  off.  The  word  "angel"  [affgatow]  signifies  a  messenger 
of  any  description,  whether  celestial  or  human.  The  angels  wha 
left  their  first  estate,  were  unfaithful  or  apostate  earthly  mes- 
sengers of  God.  The  •*  great  day"  to  which  Aey  were  reserved 
for  judgment,  was  the  day,  or  time,  when  the  Jewish  nstion 
was  driven  from  their  temple,  city  and  country^,  and  entered  up* 
on  that  aionion  chastisement,  wnich  has  continued  to  our  owb 
age* 

Mr.  Holmes  has  several  times  quoted  in  support  of  endless  pun- 
ishment, the  well  known  passage  in  Mark  xvi.  16. — **  He  that 
helieveth  and  is  baptized,  shall  be  Aaved ;  but  he.that  believetfa'aot 
shall  be  damned."  This  language  when  properly  understood  yiMm 
not  the  slightest  support  to  that  sentiment.  1.  What  is  the  fact, 
the  belief^ of  which  brings  salvation,  and  the  rejection  of  whieh 
leads  to  JSimnationt  The  answer  to  this  enquiry  can  be  found  by 
quoting  the  preceding  verse. — "  Go  ye  into  all  the  world,  and 
preach  the  GrOSPEL  to  every  creature.  He  that  believeth  [what  ? 
Ans.  the  Oospel]  shall  be  saved  :  but  he  that  believeth  not  [tire 

Xl]  shall  be  damntd** ^[katakritkeseiai — condemned.]  2.  What 
Gospel,  which  is  to  be  thus  believed  ?    Let  St.  Paul  answer. 
-"  The  scripture,  foreseeing  that  God  would  justify  the  beatliefi 
irongh  faiih,  preached  before  the  G08PEL  unto  Abraham,  saying^, 
1  thee  shall  all  nations  be  blessed.    •    »    «^    •    Now  to  A  bra- 
Am,  and  his  seed  were  the  promises  made.    He  saitfa  not,    A^ 
.0  seeds,  as  of  many ;  but  as  of  one.    And  to  thy  seed,  which  it 
Chri8t/*-^Gala.  iii.  8-16.)    This  doctrine  that  in  Chrift,  the  seed 
of  Abraham,  all  nations — all  men-^hall  be  blessed,  constitataa 
the  G^pel  which  is  to  be  preached  in  all  the  world !    Not  that 
Christ  will  simply  try  to  bless  all  men--or  only^  offer  to  bless  aH — 
but  that  he  will  succeed  in  his  heavenly  mission — in  him  all  na- 
tions  «*  SHALL  be  blessed!"    3.  He  that  believeth  this  gospel 
of  Universal  blessedness  through  Christ,  **  shall  be  saved" — saved 
from  unbelief,  alination  of  heart,  and  the  wretchedness  ¥rhteh  these 
things  entail  upon  men.    He  that  believeth  not  this  gospel,  **  shaH 
be  condemned** — condemned  to  the  darkness,  the  despair,  the  horw 
rors,  the  dreadful  uncertainties,  which  beset  all  who  put  the  glo- 
rions  light  of  this  gospel  from  them,  and  continue  to  grope  in  the 
mists  and  shadows  of  the  doctrines  of  men ! 

John  iii.  36. — ^<  He  that  believeth  on  the  Son  hoik  [in  tiiA  ptee- 
ent  world]  everlasting  life ',  and  he  that  believeth  not  the  Son 
shall  not  see  life ;  but  the  wrath,  [punishment]  of  God  abideth  on 
him."  He  that  believes  not,  shall  not  see  life  vhile  he  eoMftnttat 
in  his  unbelief.    But  whenever  he  repenU  and  beUerea,  whether 
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lo  tUt  world  OP  tlM  next,  faispmnBhrnentciases,  and  he  wUi  be  at* 
hw§d  to  see  or  enjoy  |t/e.* 

Ib  his  elerenth  ai^^oment.  Elder  Holmes  has  giren  us  a  long^ 
diosertatkNi  cm  tradSions  reijyeeting  the  flood,  etc.f  He  reasons 
that  heeaom  the  traditions  m  regard  to  the  flood  fttw  out  of  an 
etTent  that  aotoally  took  place,  thmfore  the  traditioDs  among  the 
heathen  that  endless  panishmeat  was  rev^ealed  bf  their  gods,  is  a 
proof  that  soch  a  reyelation  mast  have  been  made  by  the  true  God. 
This  attempt  to  prore  the  tmth  of  eternal  woe  by  tradition,  is  ex- 
eeedinglv  consistent  It  exhibits  about  the  d^ree  of  inteiligenee' 
we  shooid  nataially  expect  from  those  who  will  rdunteer  to  sup- 
port such  a  sentiment  before  the  public  in  this  day.  It  must  hare 
great  wetrht  with  an  enlightened  community,  who  of  course  will 
throw  asiae  the  dictates  of  their  common  sense,  and  the  teachinp 
of  the  scriptures,  and  the  light  and  knowledge  which  now  prevails, 
to  leeeive  sentiments  which  come  so  hif^y  recommended.  Es- 
pecially is  it  an  argument  which  will  receive  the  unqualified  admi- 
ncioo  of  certain  elderly  spinsters  and  venerable  ladies,  who  of  all 
tinags*  most  fear  to  doubt  the  teachings  of  tradition  /  /  The  Cath. 
olios  too,  will  jrield  it  their  unbounded  admiration.  Nothing  is 
aK>re  impHoitly  depended  upon  for  the  upholding  of  their  senti- 
ments,  than  the  high  decisions  of  tradition  !  But  unfortunately 
lor  these  enlightened  advocates  of  tradition,  it  happens  to  be  pre- 
eisely  the  kind  of  evidence  of  the  truth  of  doctnnes,  which  the 
Savior,  and  the  Apostles  condemn  in  the  most  pointed  terms. — 
**  Well  hath  Esaias  prophesied  of  you  hypocrites,  as  it  is  written, 
this  ^people  honoreth  me  with  their  lips,  but  their  heart  is  far  from 
aie.  Ifowbeit  in  vain  do  tiiey  worship  me,  teaching  for  doctrines 
the  commandments  of  men.  For  laying  aside  the  commandment  of 
Ood.  yc  hold  the  TRADITION  of  men ! !  "—(Marie  vii.  6-8.) 
^*  Beware,  lest  any  man  spoil  you  through  philosophy  and  vain 
deceit,  after  the  TRADITION  of  men,  after  the  rudiments  of  the 
world,  and  not  after  Christ.**--(Colo8.  ii.  8.) 

The  Elder,  however,  is  mistaken  in  some  of  his  facts  in  this 
traditionary  aicument  The  heathen  do  not  claim  that  the  doc- 
trine of  inmnaf  punishment  was  revealed  even  from  their  gods. 
They  tell  us  very  honestly,  that  they  invented  it,  at  an  early  age. 
Moreover  they  inform  us  iohv  they  invented  it,  viz :  to  keep  the 

Snorant  portion  of  their  population  in  some  restraint,  through  the 
eer  influence  of  fear  I    This  doctrine  once  having  been  invented 
and  proclaimed  by  artful  priests,  whose  influence  at  that  era,  wr 
unlimited,  we  can  easily  perceive  how  readily  it  could  be  made 

*  The  pvabla  of  th«  Rich  Man  and  Lu&nu,  I  haTV  ftlnady  noticed.— See  p.  i 
Al«o  **D«etraction  wtUumt  ramody."— Prov.  xxix.  1.— tSee  p.  481.  AIm  *<if 
>m  wafaUy  after  we  Awx  rwittA  flbt  hweltdge^ths  <nitt.">-Heb.  x.  2fr-7.  Be 
fiS7. 
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tion  /  Mr.  Holmes  says  the  Jews  always  heiteved  in  tbe  4o&nMm 
oi  Endless  Piinishptient  This  is  &  t^e^iiM  assnmpfkm^  wHlioiit 
one  particle  of  truth.  I  deny  it,  fiMst  |»oftitiyely.  f  chslkii^s  wmf 
Iriend  to  prodace  the  slightest  eviderioe  that  the  ancmt  ie«ra,  in 
the  di^ys  of  their  |Mirity«  whea  hleaeed  with^  tht  inatrftotaoiis  «l 
satdvchs  and  prophets,  e?er  betievied  that  seaiHlp^t,  tim  ioairts 
U  vn^  revealed  to  Enoch  and  Npah  aiwi  the  pther  pjrtwupcho^ 
What  evidence*  does  iie  ofieri  Sim^y  tiie  ^fiierti^m  of  0anpM 
Holrae^—nothiog  more!  The  effiirt  to  foro^  tlijs  tanfcua^e  mi 
Enoch  (Jude  14,  1^,)  into  the  sQipfK>i:t  of  eteiM  /HOPjr.  ivheiaa  bm 
simply  iksserts  that  God  will  punish  ^pd  "  conviq«e"  (rafaMi)  tba 
wiojced,  would  he  laugfuiUe  *n  ihe  ejatraipe*  ware  it  oqI^  afwnin 
matter  to  see  a  professed  preapher  of  the  |^pel>  dalihaeslely  di»- 
tori  God*8  sacred  word,  to  buihi  up  a  theory  so  wicked  aad  blM> 
phemoas  as  endless  wpe.  U  the  Creator  revealed  that  diietriiia  M 
the  patriarchs  or  prophets  of  old,  mhf  have  we  not  flone  ^mcad 
el  the  fact  in  the  Old  Testsunent  ?  Not  a  word  in  lavpr  of  mtak 
a  sentiment  w^  ever  uttered  l^y  the  ancient  eerviants  qf  God ;  aai 
yet  a  modern  Methodist  Elder  a^um^  it  must  faavf  been  levaaW 
to  them,  htc^uH  the  heathen  geeerally*  be  asaerte,  beliered  it  vtm 
reveled  by  tl^ir  false  gods.  Poes  my  Iriend  imagina  the  pahbc 
are  so  hood- winked  by  superstition,  so  blind  aad  stupid,  «b  la 
build  their  faith  on  his  gncM-w^  7  Tbe  Eld^r  bas  ooce  deoUesd 
IhaX  Universalism  was  lound  among  the  heathen.  How  did  the^ 
obtain  that  doctrine  ?  It  must  bs^e  been  by  irftdiJtion.  All  tiadi* 
tion  in  regard  to  religion,  he  says,  can  be  traced  to  soma  coeuMK 
prigin-^eome  revelation  from  Gpd  to  man.  tienpe  Uoiv^tsalka 
^nuat  have  been  orifii^ly  revealged  irom  God,  on  m  lrtead'eo«m 
theory !  Come,  Elder,  it  is  a  poor  rp^e  thfit  wi)l  not  w^vk  b&lk 
toayf.  You  must  acknowledge  that  if  the  preralenoe  of  aadJese 
punishment  among  the  heathen,  is  epdenoe  tiAt  it  ;iiias  pri^iaatt^r 
revealed  from  God,  thpn  the  fact  wliicfa  you  AMert,  tJbv&tfUlMteffMil 
Salvation  was  believed  by  heathen,  is  proof  equally  tetrpng  of  iti 
divine  origin. 

Mr.  Holmes  in  bis  ninth  speech  challenges  me  to  sjikow  tjbpt  asy 
such  system  of  doctrines  as  tnat  which  I  advocate,  wsui  believed  JA 
ihe  ancieut  cbri«tian  church  previous  to  the  da/s  o{  Lathei.  Tbb 
is  a  tacit  admittal  that  such  a  system  did.  prevail  ator  near  the  time 
of  Luther— ^me  three  hundred  ^rears  ago.  Vet  be  has  pot  failed 
whenever  the  slightest  opportunity  o&red,  to  reiterate  Matthew 
Smith's  senseless  twfuddUt  that  Universalism  was  Ithe  woric  oi  ^ 
man  still  living,  (Rev.  Hosea  Ballou,)  and  declares  it  is  composed 
of  the  odds  and  ends  of  ancient  Gnostic  apd  other  heresies,  aimeg 
together  by  its  modern  author.  UniversaUam  coptaioapot  ^  sipgle 
feature  of  ancient  beiesy,  and  ineorporates  none  of  the  doctiiaeeef 
the  Gnostics,  but  those  portions  of  tneir  sentiments  which  they  ol^ 
tained  from  the  New  Testament.    Indeed,  in  the  early  ifep  cv  the 
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Christian  era,  emineDt  believers  in  Universal  Salvation,  were  sent 
out  by  the  orthodox  party,  to  preach  against  the  Gnostics,  and  oth^ 
er  hefetics.  History  attests  that  the  doctrine  of  the  final  salvation 
of  the  entire  race  of  man,  was  believed  for  ages,  by  many  of  the 
most  eminent  of  the  early  Christian  Fathers.  The  attempt  to  dis- 
tort and  conceal  this  fact,  on  the  part  of  Elder  Holmes,  shows  him 
lo  be  either  profoundly  ignorant  of  ecclesiastical  history,  or  delib- 
erately attempting  to  deceive  the  pablic. 

My  opponent  asserts  that  the  Sibyttme  Oracles  were  not  vrrit- 
ten  by  professing  Christians,  but  that  they  existed  long  before  the 
days  of  Christ.  He  says  there  is  no  evidence  that  ancient  Chris- 
tians either  wrote,  believed,  or  in  any  way  became  responsible  for 
the  theological  tenets  inculcated  in  these  books.*  I  am  astonished  at 
these  declarations.  They  show  a  want  of  information  which  I  was 
not  prepared  to  find  even  in  mv  friend.  That  there  were  Sibylline 
Oracles  extant  among  the  heathen,  previous  to  the  advent  of  Christ, 
IB  a  well  known  fact,  which  I  have  not  thought  of  denying.  But 
that  that  particular  collection  of  *'  Sibylline  Oracles,**  which  fore- 
toM  the  advent  of  Christ,  etc,,  was  written  before  the  christian 
era,  is  a  declaration  made  in  the  face  of  all  history.  These  were 
forged  oracles,  written  by  some  fanatical  and  weak  minded  chris- 
tians, under  the  pretence  that  they  were  found  among  the  ancient 
•*  Sibylline  Oracles."  The  authors  of  these  forgeries  supposed  they 
could  in  this  manner  convert  the  heathen  to  Christianity.  That 
they  were  written  since  the  christian  era,  is  a  well  established  fact. 
Cave  thinks  some  of  them  were  written  A.  D.  130,  and  the  remain- 
der about  A.  D.  190.  Du  Pin  dates  them  about  the  yeaV  160. 
Lardmer  believes  they  were  written  A.  D.  169,  or  190.  That  these 
forged  •*  Oracles  **  were  composed  by  professing  christians,  is 
a  fact  equally  well  established.  Dr.  Jortin  says  they  were 
written  by  Christians,  and  as  proof  shows  that  they  abound 
with  auotations  of  words,  passages  and  facts  taken  from  the 
Nero  Testament.  How  could  they  contain  quotations  from  the 
New  Te«itament,  if  they  were  not  written  after  the  days  of  Christ  1 
Mosheim  gives  his  testimony  that  these  ^'Oracles"  were  written  by 
^professing  christians.  Mr.  Holmes  says  they  were  never  believed 
by  christians.  This  is  a  great  mistake  They  were  believed  and 
quote  J  as  genuine,  by  Justin  Martyr,  Athenagoras,  Theophilus  of 
Antioch,  and  other  eminent  Christian  Fathers.  Although  these 
•«  Sibylline  Oracles"  were  forged  for  a  foolish  purpose,  yet  we  can 
obtain  from  them  a  good  idea  of  the  doctrines  which  prevailed  in 
the  christian  church  at  that  early  da^. 

I  omil  reference  to  many  points  m  Mr.  Holmes'  last  speech,  to 
which  I  was  anxious  to  call  attention,  and  proceed  to  introduce  my 
eighteenth  Negative  Argument.  Endless  Punishment  destroys  the 
peace  of  those  who  believe  it,  and  who  strive  to  realize  it.     Fortu- 
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nitely  for  tbeir  happiness,  there  are  some  professed  belieTem  ia 
that  doctrine,  so  constituted  that  they  can  keep  it  at  a  distance,  and 
win  not  look  it  fairlv  in  the  face.  Bat  it  is  not  so  with  all.  £r- 
try  sincere  and  real  believer  in  eternal  wretchedness,  who  is  a  can- 
did man,  will  acknowledge  that  when  he  reflects  upon  it,  his  peace 
of  mind  is  destroyed.  How  can  it  be  otherwise  ?  Putting  aside 
entirely  the  peril  in  which  he  mast  ever  feel  that  he  is  in  vol  Ted, 
when  he  riewa  the  condition  of  others,  how  can  be  find  peace  ? 
When  parents  look  upon  their  children,  and  children  upon  their 
parents,  and  reflect  on  the  danger  that  threatens  them,  and  the  sep- 
aration that  may  soon  and  forever  take  place  between  them«  bow 
can  they  be  happy  ?  How  can  any  man  po5sessing  a  heart  of  flesh, 
who  believes  this  doctrine,  enjoy  life  at  any  time  ?  When  he  meets 
his  neighbors,  his  associates,  his  friends,  and  thinks  they  mar 
all  sin^  to  endless  darkness  and  woe,  what  horror  must  thrm 
his  frame.  Yet  I  have  frequently  seen  hdievert,  yea  pacACHxaa 
of  this  doctrine,  really  smile — yea,  even  LAUGH  oughtright  and 
heartily,  in  the  presence  of  .those  who,  according  to  their  helief. 
were  going  Straight  down  to  an  endless  hell ! ! !  Where  wei« 
their  hearts  ? 

Some  of  the  most  able  preachers  of  endless  woe,  have  acknowl- 
edged that  it  destroyed  their  happiness.  Hear  what  the  eIo<}Qent 
French  Hugenot  preacher  Saurin  says  on  this  subject:  "  I  sink !  I 
•ink !  under  the  awful  weight  of  my  subject !  I  declare,  when  I  see 
my  friends,  my  relations,  the  people  of  my  charge,  this  whole  con- 
gregation :  when  I  think  that  I,  that  you,  that  we  are  all  threaten- 
ed with  these  torments,  when  I  see  in  the  lukewarmness  of  my  de- 
votions, in  the  languor  of  my  love,  in  the  levity  of  my  resolutions 
and  designs,  the  least  evidence,  though  it  be  only  presumptive,  ol 
m7  future  misery,  yet  I  find  in  the  thought,  a  mortal  poison,  which 
difluseth  itself  into  every  period  of  my  ufe — rendering  society  tire- 
some, nourishment  insipid,  pleasure  disgustful,  and  life  itself  n,  cni^ 
BrrrcR.  I  cease  to  wonder  that  the/ear  qfluU  hath  made  some  mad, 
[insane,]  and  others  melanchollv." 

Hear  Dr.  Barnes,  of  Philadelphia,  one  of  the  most  eminent  Ev- 
angelical Clergymen  in  the  United  States.  He  says — <*  That  the 
immortal  mind  should  he  allowed  to  jeopard  its  infinite  welfkr^. 
and  that  trifles  should  be  allowed  to  draw  it  away  from  God,  and 


^  earn 

save  men,  and  will  save  a  part,  he  has  not  purposed  to  save  oR^^ 
[Elder  Holmes  admits  he  has  purposed  to  save  all,  but  declares  ht 
will  be  defeated]— that  on  the  supposition  that  the  atonement  is 
ample,  and  that  the  blood  of  Christ  can  cleanse  from  all  and  every 
sin,  it  is  not  in  fact  applied  to  all— that,  in  a  word,  a  God  who 
claims  to  he  worthy  the  confidence  of  the  universe,  and  to  be  a  Be- 
ing of  Infinite  Benevolence,  should  make  such  a  world  as  thia— 
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iol\  of  sinners  and  saflferers— and  that  when  an  atonement  bad  been 
made,  he  did  not  save  all  the  iacei  and  put  an  end  to  sin  and  woe 
forever.  •••*♦!  have  read  to  some  eictent,  what  wise 
and  good  men  [of  the  orthodox  school!  have  written.  I  have  look* 
eA  at  thei^  theories  and  explanatioas.  I  have  endeavored  to  weigh 
their  arguments — ^for  my  wnole  soul  jNint^  for  LIGHT  and  RELIEF 
oa  thes^  questions.  iiU  J  ^et  neither  /  And  in  the  distress  and 
anguish  of  my  own  spirit,  I  confess  that  I  see  no  light  whatever/ 
I  see  not  oi^  ray  to  disclose  to  me  the  reason  why  sin  came  into 
the  world ;  why  the  earth  is  strewed  with  the  dying  and  the  dead, 
and  why  man  must  mffer  to  all  •temity  !  I  have  never  seen  a  par- . 
tide  of  light  thrown  on  these  subject^  that  has  given  a  moment's* 
ease  to  my  tortund  mind  //  Nor  have  I  an  escflanati^n  to  ofi^r, 
or  a  th9U|jht  to  suggest*  which  would  oe  of  reliu  to  yon.  I  trust 
other  men — as  they  profeis  to  do — understand  this,  better  than  I 
do,  and  that  thev  have  not  the  angutth  inspirit  which  I  have. 
Bu^  I  confesfs  when  I  look  on  a  world  of  sinners  and  of  sufferers ; 
9||on  death-beds  and  grave^yards ;  upon  the  world  of  woe  filled 
with  hosts  to  suKer  forever !  when  I  see  my  friends,  my  parents, 
my  family,  my  people,  my  feUow-citixens — when  1  look  upon  a 
>f  hole  race,  aU  involved  in  this  sin  and  danger,  and  when  1  see  the 
great  mass  of  thvn  wholly  unconcerned — and  when  I  feel  that  God 
can  only  save  them,  and  yet  he  does  not  do  it — I  am  struck  dumb. 
It  is  all  (iar/^— DARK— DARK,  to  my  soul,  and  I  eannoi  disguise  it !" 
— {Barnai'  Practical  Sermowf^pp,  123-125.) 

This  is  the  effect  the  doctrine  of  endless  sufi^ring  has  upon  the 
mind  of  Dr.  Barnes.  Why  is  the  poor  man  involved  in  all  these 
doubts,  and  overwhelmed  in  this  oarkness  ?  Because  he  has  not 
yet  got  a  glimpse  of  the  light  of  truth  in  regard  to  the  destiny  of 
man  !  Let  him  abandon  his  false  theory — let  him  see  and  believe 
that  God  has  not  put  in  **  jeopardy  **  the  final  welfare  of  a  soul  of 
of  men,  but  that  through  ail  the  vicissitudes  of  this  li^— through 
the  light  and  darkness — the  enjoyment  and  sufieringof  earthly  be* 
ing— -ne  is  leading  all,  to  final  deliverance,  to  holiness  and  heaven 
— and  all  hi«  gloom  would  depart — ^his  darkness  would  disappear, 
and  he  woula  be  enabled  to  **  rejoice  with  joy  unspeakable  and 
full  of  glory  ! !" 

'  f  might  read  pages  showing  the  nnbapiiy  effects  a  belief  in  eease- 
less  agony  exerts  on  the  mind,  but  my  time  has  expired.  Think 
yon  the  doctrine  which  produces  so  much  wretchedness  of  heart  in 
those  who  receive  It,  forms  any  part  of  that  gospel  which  was  de* 
elared  by  the  angels,  to  be  **  good  tidings  of  great  joy  to  all  peo% 
pie  ?" — [  Time  a^rid. 
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Oent.  Moderators,  and  respected  -AirfiYor*.-— Having  quoted  ma* 
ny  passag^es  of  scripture  bearing  on  tbe  subject  of  future  punisli-' 
ment,  in  which  the  Greek  word  *'  <i«on"  occurs  in  some  one  of  its 
forms,  it  eeems  proper  that  I  shefiM  bestow  some  attention  upon 
the  philology,  signification  and  scriptural  use  of  this  term,  and 
its  adjective  form  **  aioaios*^ 

The  proposition  I  lay  down  and  intend  to  support  in  this,  my 
seventeenth  argument,  is,  that  the  proper,  or  primary  mmmatiea] 
;neaning  of  the  Greek  words  translated  eternal,  everlaeting,  for^ 
ever  and  ever,  is  duration  toitkotU  end. 

Mr.  Austin  has  anticipated  me  some  somewhat  in  this,  haring 
already  ^iven  you  an  extended  essay  on  the  same  subject.  la 
commencing  his  argument  on  this  point,  he  remarked  that  he  did  not 
expect  it  to  be  unoerstood  or  appreciated  by  the  audienee,  bat  he 
placed  it  in  the  discussion,  that  the  reader  mi^ht  refer  to  it  in  the 
printed  form,  and  read  and  understand  it  at  his  leisure,  or  words 
to  this  effect.  To  this  I  reply,  when  the  reader  shall  have  finieb* 
ed  Mr.  Austin's  eeeav  on  "aion,"  and  **ai0nio$^^^  he  will  consult  hu 
own  interest,  as  well  as  aid  his  mind  in  obtaining  a  proper  view 
of  the  subject  in  all  its  bearings,  by  turning  over  a  few  pages  to 
my  argument  on  the  same  words,  and  giving  it  a  deliberate  and 
thorough  perusal.  I  hope,  however,  to  make  invself  pretty  well 
understood  by  this  audience.  And  to  avoid  oonfUAiim  by  embra- 
cing too  many  things  in  the  same  view,  I  will  first  direct  atten* 
tion  to  the 

PHILOLOGT  AND  SIGNIFICATION  OP  THE8B  WORDS. 

1.  Aion  a.n^  aionios^  the  first  a  noun,  and  the  second  the  ad- 
ective  form  of  the  same  word,  are  compounded  of  aei  and  om* 
The  first  of  these  signifies  ^^aluHtys,"^  or  ^^ever  f^  the  second  "^ 
ing  .*"  in  their  compounded  form  we  have  atony  or  aionoisy  *'  ai» 
ways  being."  The  parts  of  which  these  words  are  composed^  do, 
in  their  separate  and  individual  staU,  convey  the  idea  of  duratitm 
Without  limitation.  Thus,  '^  aei*^  is  from  a  and  fo,  *'  to  be."  The 
primary  meaning  is  *^  always^''^  or  ^'  f  v^r."  It  has  subordinate  and 
accommodated  meanings,  out  the  true,  essential,  and  first  mean* 
ing,  as  given  by  Parknurst,  is  "always;**  by  Donnegan  •*per* 
petually  :^'  expressing  in  either  case  the  iaea  of  duration,  without 
any  prefix  of  limitation.  So  also.  **  on,**  which  aignifies  '*  beui|;,'^ 
or  existence,  without  anjr  intimation  of  limitation  or  termination 
of  exidtence.  That  this  is  the  primary  signification  of  ^^on^'"  is 
confirmed  by  the  fact  that  it  is  employed  by  the  Septuagint  in 
translating  the  Hebrew  of  Exodus  lii.  14,  where  €rod  says.  ''  I 
am  that  I  am."  Also,  in  Revelation  iv.  8,  "  Holy,  holy,  holy. 
Lord  God  Almighty,  which  was,  and  i«,  lon\  and  is  to  come."^ 
In  both  these  places  it  is  used  to  express  the  idea  of  abaolate  and 
underived  existence.    In  regard  to  the  passage  in  fixodos,  Clarke 
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Bays,  ^  It  seems  intended  to  point  out  the  eternity  and  tdf-exiP' 
fence  of  God.^  Now,  as  aei  and  071,  the  components  of  aion,  do, 
in  their  uncompounded  state,  convey  the  proper  idea  of  duration, 
and  of  existence  in  duration  without  restriction  or  limitation,  it 
follows  as  an  irresistible  corollary,  that  the  same  ideas  must  be 
expressed,  if  possible,  with  increased  emphasis  and  certitude,  by 
the  word  aion^  compounded  of  these  two.  This  remark  will  be 
found  to  be  justified  in  the  course  of  this  investigation,  by  the  de- 
cisions of  the  best  critics,  and  the  estahlished  usage  of  the  word. 
Aiontot  being  the  adjective  iorm,  the  above  remarks  apply  to  it 
with  the  same  force  as  to  aion. 

2.  This  view  is  supported  by  the  authority  of  lexicons,  Greek, 
Latin  and  English. 

Donnegaji  makes  aion  and  aionios  signify,  "  a  long  period  oi 
time,  eternity,  long  duration,  eternal,  lasting,  perpetual,"  with 
some  other  accommodated  and  subordinate  meanings. 

Parkhurst  defines  aionios — 1.  "  Eternal,  having  neither  begin- 
ning nor  end."  and  refers  to  Rom.  xvi.  26,  Heb.  ix.  14,  as  exam- 
ples. 2.  "  Eternal,  without  end."  3.  "  Duration  equal  with  the 
world."  He  makes  aion  to  mean — 1,  eternity,  whether  past  or 
to  come~  2d,  the  duration  of  this  world— 3d,  the  ages  of  the  world. 

Pickering  makes  the  sense,  '*  indefinite  duration,  everlasting." 
He  says  the  verb  ** aionizo-^  signifies,  "  to  make  lasting,  perpetu- 
ate, to  eternize.'^* 

Schluesner  says,  ^^aion  answers  to  the  Hebrew  word  oiam^ 
whose  various  meanings  it  takes.  1.  Eternity,  the  whole  dura- 
tion, whether  it  be  without  beginning  or  end.  Of  duration  with- 
out end,  it  is  used  in  imitation  of  the  Hebrew  olam,  in  Matt.  vi. 
13,  *  be  glory  forever.'  2.  Every  thing  which  is  without  end, 
especially  what  will  come  to  pass  after  this  life,  and  the  end  at 
the  world.  In  this  sense  the  word  is  used  in  all  those  places  in 
the  New  Testament  where  the  words  eternal  fire,  eternal  judg- 
ment, eternal  condemnation,  eternal  punishment,  &c.,  occur,  for, 
by  such  expressions,  the  perpetual  punishment  of  crimes,  which 
the  wicked  suffer  after  this  life,  their  future  uninterrupted  misera- 
ble state,  is  pointed  out ',  and  so  the  phrases  of  an  opposite  kind, 
eternal  habitations,  eternal  life,  &c.,  tne  state  and  condition  of  the 
constant  happiness  of  the  pious,  is  pointed  out." 

In  translating  the  words  ^'aioh'^  and  *^aionios^^*  the  Latin  lexi- 
cographers and  other  standard  authors,  employ  certim,  aturnitae^ 
atumu9j  sempitftmus^  perennis,  and  other  words  of  like  import. 
These  Latin  words  signify  duration  without  end,  endless,  perpet- 
ual, lasting,  everlasting,  never  failing,  uninterrupted,  and  so  on. 
Besides  this,  it  is  well  known  that  the  English  terms  here  named, 
which  are  employed  to  give  the  signification  of  both  the  Greek 
and  Latin  above  referred  to,  have,  as  their  esiabiithed  and  prtmary 
signification,  perpetual  duration,  or  being  without  end.  The  first 
and  radical  idea  of  the  Hebrew  olam,  aim  the  Greek  aion,  as  ex- 
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pressed  by  the  Latin  aturnut,  and  the  Englisli  eternity,  is  tliat 
of  infinite  duration;  all  other  meanings  are  subordinate  and  ac- 
commodated. *  .*  . 

3.  That  aton  and  aionios  primarily  signify  eternity,  T  argtM 
from  the  proof  furnished  by  ancient  versions  of  the  scriptures. 
1.  The  Septuagint.    Kitto  says  this  version  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment '*  is  Oie  mpst  ancient  extant  in  any  languaf  e,*^  and  Home 
says,  *^  it  was  executed  long  before  the  Messiah,  and  was  the 
means  of  preparing  the  world  at  large  for  his  apnearance.^     la 
this  ancient  Greek  version,  the  word  under  consideration  is  umi- 
formly  employed  to  express  the  idea  of  unending  duration,  or  «&- 
limited  existence.    It  is  used  to  designate  the  eternity  ol  God. 
Hence  in  Gen.  xxi.  33,  where  Abraham  is  said  to  have  called  oa 
the  name  of  **  the  everlasting  God,"  the  Hebrew  olam  is  transla- 
ted by  aionios — the  theos  aionios,  ''  ever-existing  God."     So  also 
D^ut.  xxxiii.  27,  '^  The  eternal  God  is  thy  refuse,  and  undemeatk 
are  the  everlasting  arms."    Aioniot  is  used  also  in  reference  te 
the  mountains  and  hills  of  this  world,  to  mark  their  existence  as 
coextensive  with  that  of  the  world  itself.    It  is  likewise  applied 
to  Jewish  institutions  and  statutes,  to  show  them  of  hindiBxobU- 
eation  during  the  continuance  of  the  Mosaic  economy.    These 
Utter,  however,  are  examples  of  its  use  In  an  *accommodated 
sense.    2.  The  Vulgate.    This  is  the  most  ancient  Latin  versiQa 
of  the, scriptures,  made  partly  from  the  Septuagint  and  partly  from 
the  original  tiebrew.     it  owes  its  origin  to  the  labors  of  Jerome, 
who  flourished  in  the  fourth  century.    In  regard  to  this,  Horat 
remarks,  *'  Though  neither  inspired  nor  infallible,  yet  it  is  allow- 
ed to  be,  in  general,  a  faithful  translation,  and  is  by  no  means  to 
be  ne^liscted  by  the  Biblical  critic."     In  regard  to  the  use  aid 
meaning  of  the  words  under  consideration,  the  Vulgate  is  an  qa- 
exceptionable  witness.    And  we  have  the  authority  of  the  Vul- 
gate to  sustain  our  position,  that  these  terms  primarily  signify 
unliinited  duration.      Where  the  Septuagint  translates  the  He- 
brew by  aion  or  aionios,  the  Vulgate  uses  a  Latin  word  of  cor^ 
responding  signification.    Thus  in  Gen.  xxi.  33,  where  the  Sep- 
tua^t  has  theos  aionios,  the  Vulgate  has  Dti  ctttmi*     In  Deut 
xxxiv.  27,  the  Vulgate  has  ^^semviturna  hrackia,''^  literally,  the  end- 
less arms.     So  also  Isaiah  xl.  28,  we  have  *^  Deus  sempitumus  2>»- 
tninus,*^  *^  God  the  eternal  Jehovah.''    To  these  many  other  exam- 
ples might  be  added*  ^  3.  Clarke  appeals  to  the  ^iac,  Peraic, 
and  Chaldee,  as  sustaining  the  Septuagint.    In  Exodus  lii.  14^ 
where  the  Septuagint  uses  on  in  the  passage,  ^*l  am  that  I  am," 
he  gives  the  sense  of  the  Arabic  to  be,  *^  the  Eternal,  who  paascs 
jttot  away." 

4.  We  still  farther  argue  this  proposition  from  the  testimony^  of 
distinguished  and  most  learned  writers  and  commentators^  anoeat 
and  modem,  philosophers  and  Christians,  who  in  their  writn^ 
had  no  reference  to  Universalism,  and  cannot  be  suspected  of  any 
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Aing  like  prejudice.    Higher  and  better  authority  for  the  mean- 
ing of  Greek  terms  need  not  be  sought,  than  Plato  and  Aristotle. 
And  it  is  well  known,  they  make  aion  and  aionios  express  the 
.  lull  and  proper  idea  of  eternity.    The  former  in  the  Phaedon,  dis- 
coursing on  the  immortality  of  the  soul,  describes  the  pious  as 
entering  Into  the  future  state,  and  spending  {panaionionj)  a  whole 
eternity  with  the  gods,  and  the  latter  says,  (De  Celo  lib.  1,  chap, 
9,)  that  aion  is  compounded  of  aei  and  on,  and  signifies,  always 
being.    We  have  already  seen  that  the  Septuagint  uses  aionios 
to  translate  the  Hebrew  olam,  and  the  Vulgate  employs  sturnua 
and  sempiturnus  almost  constantly,  to  express  the  meaning  of 
olam  and  aion.     By  the  ancient  Latin  writers,  aion  is  translated 
avum  and  atumitas:  and  aionios  cptumus,  eternity.    Sully  trans- 
lates aion  by  setumitas ;   Athanasias,  Jerome,  Hillary  and  Am- 
brose, render  aionios,  ffitumus.    Chrysostom,  speaking  of  the 
punishment  which  is  qualified  by  aion,  says,  ^^  it  is  a  punishment 
from  which  they  escape  not."    Theopholact  declares,  **  it  is  not 
to  be  remitted  here  or  elsewhere,  but  to  be  endured  both  here  and 
elsewhere."    The  language  of  Cyprian  is,  "guilty  of  an  eternal 
sin,  never  to  be  blotted  out."    He  translates  aionios  by  aeturnus. 
Jerome,  in  his  commentary  on  Malt.  xxv.  41,  remarks,  "Let  the  pru- 
dent reader  attend  to  the  fact  that  the  punishments  are  eternal,  and 
the  life  perpetual,  that  he  may  thus  escape  the  danger  of  ruin." 
Irenaeus  says,  '*  the  fire  is  external,  which  my  Father  has  pre- 
pared for  the  Devil  and  his  angels.*'    In  another  place  he   says, 
**  punishment  is  not  only  temporal  but  eternal."    Hedericus  and 
Schrevelius  define  aion  and  aionios  by  Latin  words  whose  literal 
signification  is,  eternity.    To  the  above  authorities  we  add  Clem- 
ens Romanus,  Barnebus,  Justin  Martyr,  Theophilus,  and  Polycarp, 
the  disciple  of  St.  John,  all  of  whom  use  similar  language.     Clem- 
ens Romanus  remarks  as  follows :    "  If  we  do  not  tne  will  of 
Christ,  nothing  will  deliver  us  from  eternal  punishment."    These 
testimonies  cover  the  history  of  the  primitive.  Church  for  about 
four  centuries,  running  back  into  the  personal  history  of  St.  John, 
besides  other  periods  of  the  Church's  histoiy.     And  yet  the  re- 
nowned author  of  the  "  Ancient  History  of  Universalism,*^  says, 
•»  Augustine  (415)  was  the  first  writer  who  asserted  that  the  Greek 
work  aton,  and  its  derivatives,  meant  endless  duration."    What  shall 
we  think  of  an  author  who  will  publish  statements  so  void  c* 
truth,  or  of  a  cause  which  needs  such  support  ? 

As  to  modern  commentators,  it  would  require  a  half  hour  to  i 
nounce  the  names  of  those  who  have  distinguished  themsel 
in  Biblical  literature,  and  have  sustained  my  views  of  aion 
aionios.    I  will  mention  only  two  or  three  for  whom  Mr.  Au 
himself  will  acknowledge  a  friendship. 

1.  Dr.  Paley,  claimed  by  Mr.  Austm  as  a  Universalist.    Pai 
has  generally,  been'deemed  unsound  on  some  points  (not  fund^. 
mental)  of  Christian  doctrine,  though,  Mr.  Austin  is  the  first  man  I 
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ha?e  erer  known,  call  in  question  his  riaws  of  fatore  retribatioa. 
I  am  happy,  however,  that  I  am  able  to  correct  the  gentleman,  and 
ralicve  my  own  mind  from  doubt,  by  referencejto  tbe  published  wri- 
tings of  Paley  himself.    If  my  friend  Mr.  Austin  will  turn  to 
Paley's  sermons  on   "  This  life   a  probation " — "  Terrors  of  the 
Lord" — "Preservation  and  recovery  from   sin;"  he  will  have 
abundant  evidence  of  hif^  belief  in  the  existence  of  a  future  hell, 
the  eternity  of  future  punishment,  and  by  consequence,  of  the  un- 
limited signification  otaion  and  aionios.    Take  the  following  as  a 
specimen  :  '*  Let  the  bold  and  presumptions  sinner  hear  this  text 
with  fear  and  trembling.     •    •    •     •    Let  him,  I  say,  be  given  to 
understand  what  he  has  to  look  for :  he  that  doeth  evil  shall  come 
to  the  resuitection  of  damnation ;  this  is  absolute,  final  and  pe- 
remptory.**—-(Serm. — John  V.  29.) 

2.  Prof.  Tholuck.  Mr.  Austin  has  taken  much  pains  to  make  it 
appear  that  Tholuck  is  a  Universalist.  He  certainly  can  have  no 
oDjection  that  the  distinguished  author  should  speak  for  himself. 
In  his  exposition  of  Romans  and  of  St.  John's  gospel,  heunifonn- 
ly  explains  aionios  to  mean  eternal,  as  any  one  may  see  by  con- 
sulting his  comment  on  John  iii.  15, 16,  and  Rom.  v.  20, 21,  where 
he  makes  the  zoe  aionios  mean  the  *^ final  issue,"  in  which  "  the 
whole  work  "  of  salvation  •*  is  consummated.**  In  reference  to  the 
future  perdition  of  the  sinner,  as  qualified  by  aton,  he  remarks 
as  follows :  *'  Although  God  has  an  infinity  of  methods  of  effect- 
ine  the  sinner,  as  many  as  ihe  sun  has  rays,  (Rom.  xi.  32,  33,) 
still  men  can  always  resist ;  and  Matt.  xii.  32,  expressly  declares 
that  there  will  be  those  who  will  be  forever  unsusuptible  of  tbe 
spirit  and  of  forgiveness.  Indeed ,Uhis  passage,  more  than  any  other 
may  show  that  some  will  be  eternally  hardened." — (German  Selec- 
tions.    Page  216.) 

3.  We  introduce  one  authority  more,  and  though  he  is  a  Meth- 
odist, Mr.  Austin  tannot  complain,  since  he  has  already  endorsed 
him  as  worthy  of  credit,  by  quoting,  him  repeatedly  during  the 
discussion.     I  refer  to  Dr.  Clarke.     Hi's  liberality  is  proverbial,  and 
as  a  critic  on  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  text,  his  competency  cannot  be 
questioned.     In  his  comment  on  Gen.  xxi.  23,  Clarke  says :  **  ne 
everlasting  .(rod  ^^ — el  olam,  Jehovah,  the  strong  God,  tne  eternal 
One.     This  is  the  first  place  in  the  scripture,  in  which  olam  occurs 
as  an  attribute  of  God,  and  here  it  is  evidently  designed  to  point 
out  his  utmost  duration ;  that  it  can  mean  no  limited  time,  is  self 
evident,  because  nothing  of  this  kind  can  be  attributed  to  God. 
From  this  application  of  tbe  words,  we  learn  that  olam  and  aion 
originally  signified  eternal,  or  duration  without  end.     Olam  signi- 
fies he  was  hidden,  concealed,  or  kept  secret,  and  o/o/i,  according 
to  Aristotle,  is  compounded  of  aei,  always,  and  on,  being — •    •    • 
No  words  can   more  forcibly   express  the  grand  characteristic  of 
eternity  than  these.     It  is  that  duration  which  is  concealed,  hidden, 
or^pt  tecret  from  all  created  beings — which  is  always  existing. 
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stiH  Fanning  on,  bat  never  running  oat;  one  interminable,  inces- 
■antt  and  immeasurable  duration. 

**In  all  languages,  words  have,  in  process  of  time,  deflated  from 
their  original  acceptations,  and  become  accommodated  to  particular 
purposes.  This  has  happened  both  to  the  Hebrew  olam,  and  the 
Greek  aion.  They  have  been  both  used  to  express  a  limited  time,  but 
in  general  a  time  the  limits  of  which  are  unknown,  and  thus  a  point- 
ed reference  to  the  original  ideal  meaning  is  still  kept  up.  Those  who 
bring  any  of  these  terms,  in  an  accommodated  sense,  to  nivor  a  partic- 
ular doctrine,  &c. ,  must  depend  on  the  good  graces  of  their  opponents 
for  permission  to  use  them  in  this  way  For  as  the  real  grammatical 
meaning  of  both  words  is  eternal,  and  all  other  meanings  are  only 
accommodated  ones,  sound  criticism  in  all  matters  of  dispute  con- 
cerning the  import  of  a  word  or  term,  must  have  recourse  to  the 
grammatical  meaning, and  its  use  among  the  earliest  and  most  correct 
writers  in  the  language,  and  will  determine  all  accommodated  mean- 
ings by  this  alone.  Now  the  first  and  best  writers  in  both  langua- 
ges, apply  oiam  and  aion  to  express  eternal^  in  the  proper  meaning 
of  that  word.**  In  his  comment  on  Matt.  xxv.  46,  "  And  these 
shall  go  away  into  everlasting  punishment,"  he  remarks,  •*  some 
are  of  opinion  that  this  punishment  shall  have  an  end ;  this  is  as 
likely  as  that  the  glory  of  the  righteous  shall  have  an  end ;  for  the 
same  word  is  used  to  express  the  duration  of  the  punishment,  ho* 
lasin  aionion,  as  is  used  to  express  the  duration  of  the  state  of  glo- 
ry :  zoen  aionion.  I  have  seen  the  best  things  that  have  been  writ- 
ten in  the  favor  of  the  final  redemption  of  damned  spirits ;  DutI  never 
saw  an  answer  to  the  argument  against  that  doctrine  drawn  from 
this  verse,  but  what  sound  learning  and  criticism  should  be 
ashamed  to  acknowledge.  The  original  word  aion,  is  certainly  to 
be  taken  here,  in  its  proper  grammatical  sense,  continual  beings 
never  ending^ 

5.  Another  point,  and  .one  not  unworthy  of  notice,  is,  that  if 
these  Greek  terms  do  not  primarily  signify  eternity,  the  Greek  lan- 
guage, which  was  carried  to  a  greater  height  of  perfection  than 
any  other  language  under  Heaven,  has  no  word  adapted  to  convey 
this  idea.  Does  this  look  likely  ?  Is  it  likely  that  a  people  who 
believed  in  the  eternity  of  matter,  should  have  no  words  in  that 
language  to  express  that  eternity*  without  torturing  them  from  their 
original  meaning  ?  Is  it  likely  that  the  language  employed  by  the 
famous  Seventy,  who  by  the  command  of  Ptolemy  Philadelphus, 
engaged  in  the  translation  of  the  Hebrew  scriptures,  possessed,  nev- 
ertneless,  no  word  adequate  to  express  the  signification  of  those 
Hebrew  terms  in  which  God  had  revealed  to  tne  Jews  the  eterni- 
ty of  his  existence,  attributes  and  government  ?  Is  it  likely  the 
Apostles  under  the  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  would  employ  a 
language  so  incompetent  to  the  purposes  they  had  in  view?  In 
setting  forth  the  eternity  of  God,  and  his  chanfireless  attributes  and 
nature,  and  the  unending  glory  which  awaits  God's  people,  in  the 
31 
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house  "  not  made  wilh  bands,  eternal  in  the  heaTens."  wouk 
they  use  terms  which  convey  no  just  conception  of  those  subjects, 
only  by  an  unncUural  and  forced  construction  put  upon  tfaem  ?— 
finally,  is  it  a  fact,  that  we  have  no  evidence  by  revelatioD,  of  the 
eternity  of  God,  his  attributes  and  ffovernment,  and  the  endless 
state  of  felicity  he  has  prepared  for  his  people,  except  what  is 
found  in  the  improper,  forced,  and  accommodated  use  of  words? 
Such  must  be  the  case,  if  aion,  and  aionios  do  not  pnmarily  and 
grammatically  express  the  idea  of  endless  being.  If  any  one  is  silly 
enough  to  believe  this,  his  case  may  be  commiserated,  but  it  is 
nselesstoply  him  with  arguments  J  and  any  system  of  religioi 
whose  existence  depends  upon  maintaining  such  a  view  of  diviae 
revelation,  and  the  foundation  of  christian  faith,  holds  out  to  ths 
christian  world  the  infallible  sign  of  its  own  spurious  and  infidel 
chsir&cter 

I  know  how  Mr.  Austin  will  attempt  to  meet  this  argument ;  he 
will  endeavor  to  find  some  other  word  or  words  that  may  answer 
as  a  substitute  for  aww*,  and  aionios,  such  as  cfmaranton^  unfadibg, 
ametatheton,  immutable,  aphtharsia,  incorruptible,  a/Aofumaw,  im- 
mortality, VAona/o«,  immortal,  or  akatalutath  indissoluble.     (l^Pet 
i.  4,  Heb.  vi.  18,  1  Cor.  xv.  50,   1  Tim.  vi.  16,   1  Cor.  xv.  53, 
Heb.  vii.  16.)    But  a  single  glance  is  sufficient  to  convince  any  dis- 
cerning mind,  that  neither  of  these  words  are  adapted  to  convey 
ideas  of  time  or  duration,  and  are  not  thus  employed  in  the  scrip- 
tures.    They  are  all  compounded  with  a  negative,  and  their  prima- 
ry signification  is  directly  contrary  to  the  definitions  given  above. 
It  would  contradict  the  usage,  and  do  violence  to  the  genius  of  the 
language,  to  employ  them  as  substitutes  for  aion  and  as6n«oc.— 
The  object  of  these  words  is  to  express  another  and  entirely  differ- 
ent class  of  ideas.    This  idea  of  having  other  words  better  adapted 
to  express  endless  duration  than  aton,  is  a  mere  cavil,  which  no 
man  who  values  his  reputation  as  a  scholar  will  allow  himself  to 
advocate.    The  paternity  of  this  notion  belongs,  I  think,  to  Mr. 
Vidler,  and  was  subsequently  used  by  the  famous  Abner  Knee- 
land,  when  In  his  glory  as  a  tJniversalist  preacher.    Mr.  KxieeUai 
thought  the  Greek  word  akatalutou,  indissoluble,  expressed  the 
idea  of  eternity  more  forcibly  than  oion,  and  if  it  were  connected 
with  misery  or  death  in  the  scriptures,  it  would  go  far  towards  pro- 
ving endless  punishment.    The  Rev.  gentleman  shed   great  iWkt 
on  the  subject  in  the  estimation  of  all  tJniversalist  readers,  and  be- 
fore it  went  entirely  out,  he  took  advantage  of  it  and  ran    off  into 
open  infidelity — where  all  others  ought  to  go,  who  adopt  his  raks 
ot  interpretation.    I  will  give  Mr.  Fuller's  reply  to  the  argomentoa 
akataliUou,  and  it  will  apply  with  the  same  force  to  any  or  all  tb« 
other  words  given  above,  should  Mr.  Austin  attempt  to  press  thes 
into  his  service.    *'  It  is  true  the  term  akatalutos  is  here  apptied  tc 
life ;  but  not  as  you  insinuate,  to  that  life  of  future  happiaesi 
which  ii  opposed  to  punishment    The  life  here  spoken  of » is  thsi 
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wbfch  perteitta  to  our  Lord's  priesthood — which  is  opposed  to  that 
of  Aaron,  wherein  men  were  not  safiered  to  continue  by  reason  of 
death.  The  word  signifies  indissoluble ;  and  beinj;  applied  to  tho 
nature  of  a  priesthood,  which  death  could  not  disscMre,  is  very 
properly  rendered  endless.  It  possibly  might  be  applied  to  the  end- 
less happiness  of  good  men,  as  opposed  to  the  dissoluble,  or  trans- 
itory enjoyments  of  the  present  state ;  hut  as  to  the  punishment  of 
tiie  wicKed,  supposinr  it  to  be  endless,  I  question  whether  it  be  at 
all  applicable  to  it  I  can  form  no  idea  how  the  term  indissoluble, 
any  more  than  incorruptible,  can  apply  to  punishment  The  word 
kataluo,  to  unloose,  or  dissoke,  it  is  true,  is  said  to  refer  to  trarellers 
loosing  their  own  burdens,  or  those  of  their  beasts  when  they  are 
restinj^  by  the  way ;  but  there  are  no  examj^les  of  its  baring  been 
used  m  reference  to  the  termination  of  punishment ;  nor  does  it 
appear  to  be  applicable  to  it  In  its  most  common  acceptstion  in 
the  New  Testament,  it  signifies  to  destroy,  or  demolish — and  you 
will  scarcely  suppose  the  sacred  writers  to  sumst  the  idea  of  de* 
Uruction,  which  cannot  be  destroyed,*^ — (Rer.  G.  Peck  on  Unirer- 
•alism.    Page  94.) 

6.  That  tM  words  aion  and  axonios  signify  unlimited  duration} 
and  establish  the  eternit^r  of  that  punishment  to  which  the  sinner 
is  exposed  has  been  admitted  by  some  of  the  most  intelligent  Uni- 
rersalists.  Murray  believed  the  penalty  of  God's  law  was  endless 
death,  from  which  all  men  have  been  redeemed — that  the  security 
for  their  final  salvation  was  in  the  vicarious  atonement  of  Christy 
a  sentiment  which  Mr.  Austin  has  ridiculed  in  a  manner  ap- 
proaching to  blasphemy.  Murray  admitted  all  those  Bible  pro- 
mises in  regard  to  eternal  life  (in  which  aionios  occurs)  expressed 
unlimited  duration :  and  inasmuch  as  he  made  the  vicarious 
atonement  necessary  to  salvation,  he  must  have  admitted  by  infer- 
ence if  in  no  other  way,  that  the  punishment  threatened  and  from 
which  men  were  redeemed,  was  endless  also.  Hartly  acknow- 
ledged the  signification  of  Uiese  words  as  employed  in  the  scrip- 
tures, to  be  that  of  unlimited  duration  ;  but  in  various  ways  sought 
to  avoid  the  force  of  them  as  they  relate  to  the  wicked.  The  late 
Rev.  John  Foster  had  too  much  sense  to  adopt  any  of  the  usual 
expedients  resorted  to,  to  explain  away  the  meaning  of  aion,  and 
aionios^  and  too  much  self-respect  to  deny  what  he  could  not  ex- 
plain away.  **  I  acknowledge  myself  not  convinced  of  the  ortho- 
dox doctrine,"  but  says  he,  -—"  If  asked  why  not,  I  should  have 
UttU  to  say  in  the  way  of  criticism^  of  implications  found  or  sought 
in  what  may  be  called  incidental  expressions  of  scripture,  or  of 
the  passages  dti6ioi»/ifctltfd  in  faror  o\ final  universal  restitution,^^ 
— (Yol.  2  p.  263)  Winchester  takes  ground  sitnOar  to  that  taken  by 
Hartly— admits  aionios  means  eternal  when  applied  to  the  future 
condition  of  the  righteous,  biit  thinks  when  used  in  connection 
with  punishment  (thoueh  it  means  a  verjr  great  while,)  there  are 
other  passages  which  limit  its  signification.    But  stiU  more  em- 
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fihatlc  and  decided  ie  tbe  hngnage  of  Dr.  fiiuitiagt^if  kimeeH-^ 
tlniverealist  He  remarka :  ^  Does  the  Bible  say  thaA  Konere  q4 
mankind  shall  be  damned  to  interminable  panishment  ?  It  certainly 
does,  as  plainly  as  language  can  express,  or  any  man  or  God  him- 
self can  speak.  It  is  ^te  strange  to  me  that  some  wbo  beUe7« 
that  all  mankind  shall  in  the  end  be  saved,  will  tri^  with  a  few 
words,  and  most  of  all  with  the  original  word  and  its  derivativesi 
tcanslated/ar^vtfr.  All  the  learned  Know  that  this  word  in  Greek 
signifies  interminable  duration,  an  age,  a  long  period,  accordiag 
as  the  connected  eense  requires.  They,  therefore,  who  would  deny 
that  the  endless  damnation  of  sinners  is  fully  a88erte4  ^^  ^^^  ^oi^ 
of  God,  are  wfifak  in  thiir  rea»<mingr  and  critidstn,^'  — (Caiyinism 
Improved.) 

Here  we  hare  bII  these  Unlrersalists,  (and  more  might  he  nam- 
ed,) by  nlain  avowal,  or  unavoidable  consequence,  on  one  side^ 
and  J.  M.  Austin  on  Uie  other  side.  We  have  now  proved  the 
primary  and  grammatical  sense  of  aiou^  and  its  derivatives,  to  be 
unending  duration  ;  bv  the  philoloj^y  of  the  word — ^by  the  author- 
ity  of  Lexicons — ^by  tne  most  ancient  versions  of  the  Bible — by 
the  testtmonv  of  most  learned  and  distinguished  writers,  philoso- 
phers and  Cnrislians — ^by  the  fact  theite  are  the  only  words  em- 
ployed in  tbe  Bible  to  express  endless  duration — and  by  the  admis* 
sion  of  Universalists,  who  have  had  too  much  sense  or  self-respect 
to  assert  the  contrary.  And  now  I  dismiss  this  part  of  the  sub- 
ject with  a  single  remark,  viz  :  that  I  admit  the  words  ans  some- 
times used  in  an  accommodated  sense  both  in  the  old  and  New  Tes** 
taments.  I  have  never  thought  of  denying  this,  and  henoe  Mr. 
Austin  might  have  spared  himself  the  pains  he  has  been  at,  in  for- 
tifying a  point  which  no  man  of  information  ever  thoi^ht  of  dis- 
puting. But  recollect,  the  limited  is  always  the  accommodoUd  sense 
— the  i^n'mory  sense  is  endless,  A  word  may  originally  signify  more 
than  it  is  used  to  express  in  a  ^iven  case  ;  but  it  cannot  be  prop- 
erly used  to  express  more  than  its  original  or  primary  siguifieation ; 
hence  all  limited  significations  of  aion  are  accommodate,  and  sub- 
ordinate to  its  first  and  radical  idea. 

My  eighteenth  argument  is  based  on 

THE  SCRIPTURAL  USE  OP  A^ON  AND  AIONIO0, 

la  whidi  I  shaU  show  that  they  are  used  in  the  endless  sense,  and 
jUso  employed  to  express  the  unlimited  duration  of  punishment. 
We  have  already  admitted  they  are  in  some  connections  used  m 
an  accommodated  sense,  and  express  limited  duration ;  but  in  necc- 
ly  every  such  case,  the  nature  of  the  subject  to  which  they  areap- 
pUedt  clearly  determines  the  sense  in  which  they  are  to  be  taken. 
On  this  point,  I  have  no  motive  for  disputing  with  Mr.  Austin. 
The^  question  I  now  coneider  is,  do  the  inspired  writers  use  thesa 
terms  to  express  duration  without  end,  and  do  they  use  them  ia 
this  sense  in  connection  with  future  punishment  1 

Amf$t  saye  £d  wards,  reckoning  the  reduplications  of  it  ta  be  hot 
■'"  ^  ■  instances,  of  its  use,  occurs  in  the  New  Testament  in  104 
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pkees,  in  S2  of  whieh  it  raeaiM  ateiiip«rarjr  duralioQ,  iH  7  k  msf 
oe  tafc^n  Is  ettber  tlie  temporaiy  or  endUsa  aense,  in  65  it  plain- 
ly signifies  aa  endless  duration. 

Tbe  adjeetire  aidni09,  is  found  in  71  plaees,  aad  in  all  except 
two,  to  say  tbe  least,  it  may  be  voderotood  in  tbe  endless  siense. 

Anotker  writer  gires  1*9  places  in  wbicb  tbese  words  are 
f oand,  attd  be  distributes  their  applkatioa  in  tbe  following  manner : 
To  the  Mosaie  dispensilioa,  9 

The  world,  with  its  rariotts  ages  and  reyobitfons  passed,       34 
To  God,  Christ,  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  reign  of  Christ,  46 

To  eternal  life  and  bkss^dnesa,  65 

Asoriptione  of  praise  to  God  and  Christ,  t4 

Eternal  death  and  putoishment,  ti 

I  hare  examined  this  elassiieatloA,  and  the  app^eation,  of 
tbese  terms,  snffieiently  to  satisfy  myself  of  its  genercd,  not  to 
say   exact  correetnese.    If  Mr.   Austin  is  wepared  to  dispute 
it,  and  wilt  adduce  proof   in  timo,   it  shall  be  considered,    f 
pronettoce  it  correet,  and  by  snmimng  up  the  several  instances  in 
which  the  words  signify  unending  duration,  we  tnd  that  ont  of 
199,  only  43  are  to  ne  taken  in  the  Knuted  sense.    In  all  the  r^- 
mamiag  156,  ^tere  is  not  only  nothing  in  the  connection  requiring^ 
the  linuted  signilication,  bat  tiie  sense  actually  demands  that  they 
be  understood  as  expresMng  tie  proper  idea  of  eternity.     Now 
take  wiA  the  21  instances  in  wbicb  tbe  wordtt  are  applied  to  pun- 
ishment, and  the  classification  stand»43  with  ^  limited,  135  with 
the  unlimited  signifibaHon.    Hencev  if  we  were  to  deeido  upon  the 
sense  in  wbicb  tbe  words  are  U»  be  taken  in  those  places  where 
they  are  applied  to  panisbment^  by  tbe  sense  in  which  they  are 
generally  used,  the  evidence  in  favor  of  th»  unlimited  over  the 
fimited  sense,  would  be  as  135  is  to  43,  that  is,  aboul3  1-2  toone: 
pretty  strong  proof,  I  should  think.    There  ia  not  a  man  hero 
who  would  ask  for  better  authority^  in  relation  to  ottier  subjects, 
where  bis  action  is  required.    And  that  it  may  be  seen  that  1  am 
not  mistaken  in  saying  the  one  boodsed  fifty  six  instancea  above 
named  require  the  unlimitid  sense,  by  the  construction  of  tbe  sen*' 
tenee,  I  will  give  a  few  instaneea  as  speeimene  of  the  rest.     1 
Tim.  i.  17.— •*  Now  unlo  the  king  ettrwal  (aionion)  immortal,  in- 
visible.**   Rom.  i.  20.— "Even  his  eteivial  (atonion)  power  and 
cod'head."    2  Cor.  vi.  5.—^*  We  have  a  building  of  God,  a  house 
not  made  with  hands,  etem^  (aionion)  in  the  heavens."    Rom. 
^i.  23. — "  The  gift  of  God  i»  Warnot  Hfe."    The  learned  Tholuek 
on  this  passage  makes  the  **zoen  akmhn'*  refer  to  the  final  consum- 
mation ofaTife  of  piety,  in  which  holiness  is  to  be  rewarded. 
These  references  are  enough  to  show  tbe  character  of  the  156 
places  in  which  aion  and  iti»  derivativea  must  be  understood  in  the 
endless  sense.   What,  then,  shall  we  think  of  a  system  of  theolo- 
gy professing  to  give  an  impartial  view  of  God's  word,  which,  nev- 
ertheless, boldly  asMTts  tbrougb:  ita  meet  totingttiahed  wlvoeates, 
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that  these  words  mre  neTer  used  in  the  Bible  in  hrj  other  than  the 
linited  seose^^hat  they  expreae  an  indefinitely  long,  though  al- 
ways limited  period  ?    Does  Mr.  Austin  take  this  groaad  ? 

There  is  another  point  to  which  I  call  the  attention  of  the  gen- 
tleman and  the  audience.  It  ie  the  fact,  that  whereirer  aum  is  con- 
stmed  with  the  proposition  m,  it  mast  be  taken  in  the  endless 
sense.  When  the  eeaee  of  the  passage  reqaires  the  eadlese  sicni- 
fieation,  oMm  is  construed  with  ea.  Takea  few  examples.  Malt. 
Ti.  13. — '^  Thine  is  the  kii^om,  the  power,  and  the  glory,  (ett 
aionoi)  forever.**  Matt.  zxL  19. — **  Let  no  fruit  grow  on  thee  (m 
ton  aiana)  foreTer.*"  Phiil.  ir.  20.—*'  To  Ood  and  our  Father  be 
glory  (eif  tou$  akmas)  foreTer.**  Heb.  xiii.  31. — *'To  whom  be 
glory  (eis  toui  akmas)  forerer."  Rom.  t.  21. — ''Grace  reign 
therough  righteousness  (m  zoen  aio$iian)  unto  eternal  life.**  The 
use  of  the  preposition  evt  in  these  connections*  seema  to  be  to 
stren{;then  the  sentence,  and  render  it  more  defiuite.  Donn^an 
mentions  its  use  particularly  in  definitions  of  time«  in  which  case 
-  it  marks  the  scope  and  extent  of  meaning,  and  he  illustrates  it  by 
an  example  from  Homer. 

In  the  whole  New  Testament  it  is  used  with  this  constractlon, 
about  60  times,  including  the  places  which  refer  to  future  punish- 
ment In  these  places,  as  is  seen  in  the  examples  given  above* 
the  word  aion  must  |be  taken  in  the  endless  sense ;  bat  in  those 
places  in  which  the  soise  of  aion  is  clearly  limited,  the  preposi- 
tion is  not  found :  from  which  it  is  clear  thai  this  particular  con- 
struction is  intended  to  mark  with  emphasis  the  signification  of 
aion  as  employed  in  the  New  Testament ;  and  as  it  is  construed  in 
this  way  in  its  application  to  future  ponishment,  it  follows  that 
this  particular  form  is  intended  to  mark  the  unending  duration  of 
that  punishment 

We  will  give  a  few  examples  of  this  construction  in  connection 
with  future  punishment  Matt.  xxv.  46. — **  These  shall  go  away 
into  (eis  kolasin  aionion)  everlasting  punishment"  Mark  iii.  29. 
— **  Hath  never  forgiveness*"  (eis  ton  aiona.)  2  Pet.  ii.  17. — **  To 
whom  is  reserved  t&  blackness  of  darkaees  forever."  (eis  aionia.) 
Rev.  XX.  10. — ^  And  they  shall  be  tormented  day  and  night  (eia 
tons  aionas  ton  aionon,)  forever  and  ever." 

What  we  have  said  dies  far  on  aion  and  itsderivativefs  may  be 
sunmied  up  thus :  It  is  proved  to  Biftdiy  primarily  andjrrammati- 
cally,  duration  without  end.  1.  By  its  etymology.  2.  By  the  tec- 
timonv  of  lexicons.  3.  Bv  the  authority  of  the  most  learned  wri- 
ters, philosophers  and  theologians,  ancient  and  moiern.  4.  By  aur 
cient  versions  of  the  scriptures.  5.  By  the  fact  that  it  is  employ- 
ed to  translate  those  Hebrew  terms  which  signify  eternity.  6. 
From  the  fact  that  otherwise  the  (keek  language  would  possess  no 
word  properly  expressive  of  the  idea  of  eternity.  7.  From  the 
fact  that  God  has  employed  this  laniraage  to  set  forth  the  eternity 
oLhis  own  existence  and  government    8.  The  sense  of  thoee  paa- 
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na^es  where  these  tvonls  are  found  in  the  New  Testament,  require 
I      tbe  unlimited  sense  in  three  cases  out  of  four.     9.  When  used  in 
I      reference  to  future  and  unending  duration,  and  future  punishment, 
\      the  words  aoin  and  aionios  are  construed  with  the  preposition  eip, 
I       making  the  signification  mote  emphatic.     10.  From  the  admissions 
I       of  Universalists  themselves*  who  though  extremely  anxious  to  sus- 
I       tain  their  notion  of  final  restitution,  hare  been  nevertheless  con- 
strained iby  the  irresistible  force  of  truth,  to  admit  that  the  doc- 
trine of  endless  perdition  is  taught  in  the  Bible.    To  conclude,  I 
remark,  Grod  has,  in  using  these  terms,  employed  the  best  that 
could  be  selected,  and  in  their  proper  sense,  or  he  has  not.     If  he 
has  not,  then  be  has  given  us  no  definite  revelation  of  his  attri- 
butes or  government,  or  the  future  destinies  of  men — be  has  tri- 
fled with  the  most  sacred  subjecto   and  the  dearest  interests  of 
mankind. 

But  if  God  has  used  the  best  terms,  and  in  their  proper  sense  in 
relation  to  these  subjects,  then  Universalism  gives  the  proof  of 
its  infidelity,  in  contradicting  the  sense  in  which  inspiration  em- 
ploys tbe  most  important  words — and  attempts  to  build  itself 
up  before  high  heaven,  on  an  assumed  and  false  interpretation 
of  the  word  of  God.  Mr.  Austin  may  take  his  choice  of  these 
conclusions. 

I  will  now  pay  my  respects  to  what  Mr.  Austin,  with  much  ap- 
parent self-complacency,  denominates  his  ^*  critical  examinatiou 
of  the  origin  and  scripture  usage  of  aionJ" 

1 .  Definition.  He  says  he  ha«  before  him  the  opinions  of  some 
13  different  lexicographers,  but  he  contents  himself  with  giving 
the  opinion  of  one  only.  Allowing  all  the  others  to  agree  with 
Donnegan,  we  have  13  authors  uniting  to  give  ^^  eternity,"  or  du- 
ration without  end,  as  the  primary  and  radical  signification  of 
aoirii  with  various  other  subordinate  and  accommodated  mean- 
ings. I  have  already  shown  that  the  accommodated  meaning  is 
embraced  within  the  scope  of  the  primary — the  less  is  contained 
in  the  greater :  the  primary  being  the  most  comprehensive. 

2.  Scripture  usage.  Here  Mr.  Austin  spends  much  time  and 
adduces  a  number  of  examples,  to  prove  what  I  never  thought  of 
disputing,  and  have  no  motive  for  concealing,  viz.  that  aion  and 
aionios  are  often  used  in  the  Bible  in  an  accommodated  sense, 
with  a  limited  signification  as  to  duration.  He  says  it  is  self-evi- 
dent that  a  derivative  can  mean  no  more  than  the  word  from 
which  it  is  derived.  Very  true.  I  have  not  said  aionios  means 
any  more  than  eternal,  the  adjective  form  of  eternity,  the  prima- 
ry meaning  of  aion.  After  pursuing  this  "  critical  examination'' 
in  reference  to  the  scripture  usa^e  of  aion  and  aionios  to  consid- 
erable length,  he  comes  to  the  following  sage  conclusion,  viz.  that 
the  translators  of  our  Bible,  in  the  use  of  the  English  word  for- 
ever, did  not  mean  by  it,  in  all  instances^  time  without  end ;  all 
wWch  was  just  as  clear  before  the  gentleman  had  said  a  word 
on  the  subject,  as  it  is  now. 
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3.  Classical  usage  of  aion.  Here  the  gentlemaa  takes  him 
whole  argument  from  a  Mr.  Goodwin. 

Ma.  Austin. — Not  all,  I  said  from  various  sources. 

Ma.  Holmes.— The  gentleman  commenced  bv  saving  he  availed 
himself  of  the  labors  of  Mr.  Goodwin.  And  who  ts  this  Mr. 
Goodwin  1  will  Mr.  Austin  inform  us  t 

Mft.  Austin. — He  is  a  Unitarian. 

Mr.  Holmes. — A  Unitarian ;  and  as  he  seems  very  anxious  to 
explain  away  the  meaning  of  the  word  aion,  he  is  of  course  a 
Unitarian  Universalist.     We  all  know  the  liberty  which  Unitari- 
ans take  with  the  langaaee  of  scripture.    In  their  zeal  to  rob 
Christ  of  his  divinity,  and  the  Bible  of  the  doctrine  of  atonement, 
they  adopt  a  method  of  interpretation  which  sets  all  sober  criti- 
cism at  defiance.    And  their  reverence  for  God's  word  is  not  at 
all  improved,  by  uniting  with  their  own  views  the  peculiarities 
of  Universalism.    Mr.  Austin  says  this  Mr.  Goodwin  is  an  "  ac- 
curate and  ripe  scholar."    This  may  be  true,  though  it  seems  a 
little  strange  that  the  world  has  not  known  it  before  this.     But 
the  gentleman  says  farther,  that  his  author  made  a  '*  thorough 
research  into  the  meaning  of  aion  and  its  derivatives,  and  puo- 
lished  the    result  of  his  investigations  in  (a  newspaper)  the 
*  Christian  Examiner,'  in  1831."    And  yet  the  Christian  world 
has  gone  on  in  the  even  tenor  of  its  way,  just  as  if  no  such  pub- 
lication had  ever  been  made.     How  strange  that  the  merits  of 
such  an  author  should  have  been  overlooked — that  such  impor- 
tant "  investigations"  should  be  allowed  to  sleep  18  years  in  the 
columns  of  a  newspaper.    The  world  has  always  been  ungrate- 
ful to  the  learned,  and  the  case-of  Mr.  Goodwin  furnishes  ano- 
ther example.    Justice,  however,  has  come  out  at  last.    This  dis- 
cussion is  the  opportune  occasion  for  bringing  out  the  valuable 
services  which  this  renowned  author  has  rendered  his  generation. 
Henceforth  the  world  will  give  him  his  due  ! ! ! 

But,  seriously,  what  is  there  in  this  ^*  thorough  research  into 
the  meaning  of  aion  ?"  Mr.  Austin  says  his  autnor  has  tead  the 
"Iliad"  and  "Odyssey,"  "^^schylus,"  "Sophocles,**  and  "Euri- 
pides," in  which  authors  he  has  found  aion  used  in  a  limited  sense 
in  connection  with  the  subjects  treated  of  in  those  works.  The 
sobstanee  of  this  learned  investigation  is  stated  as  follows :  "  as 
certainly  as  human  life  is  not  eternal,  so  certainly  aron,"  (applied 
to  human  life)  "did  not  contain  the  meaning  of  eternity."  He 
farther  asserts  that  in  these  writers,  aion  "  never  expresses  a  pos- 
itive eternity."  This  may  be  true.  Perhaps  the  idea  of  positive 
eternity  was  not  embraced  in  the  subjects  on  which  they  wrote. 
I  have  neither  time  nor  means  for  correcting  the  errors  of  Mr. 
Goodwin  respecting  the  authors  above  named,  nor  is  it  necessary. 
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Tkis  thorough  iiwettigathn,  by  thie  "  aoeitrate  and  rip«  tcholmrf** 
18  a  milk  and  water  concern.  If  we  allow  him  all  ne  contends 
lor,  it  can  weigh  little  or  nothing  in  settling  the  queetion  at  issue 
between  us. 

4.  *^  Usage  of  aionion^'^ionioi^  in  the  days  of  Christ.^  Mr. 
Austin  says  these  words  did  not  **  always  express  endless  time 
in  the  days  of  Christ."  Who  erer  said  they  did  1  But  if  my  friend 
means  to  infer  from  this,  that  thev  never  express  endless  time  in 
the  days  of  Christ,  I  deny  it,  and  have  already  and  abundantly 
sustained  this  denial  in  my  argument  on  ttiese  words.  Mr.  Aus- 
tin says  those  who  beliered  in  endless  punishment  in  the  days  of 
Christ,  used  other  words  to  express  it.  This  may  be  true.  There 
are  a  variety  of  words  employed  noir  in  common  parlance  to  ex* 
press  the  idea,  though  all  the  intelligent  know  the  words  forever, 
everlasting,  and  etenial,  are  the  most  expressive  and  appropriate. 
The  gentleman  concludes  that  Christ  did  not  mean  the  same  by 
aionios  that  Philo  and  Josephus  did  by  au^»  athanaioe^  alteluteloe^ 
and  adialeiptoe.  This  is  a  mere  cavu,  and  one  which  Mr.  Austin 
would  not  nave  employed,  had  he  not  been  conscious  of  the  es- 
sential weakness  ol  his  argument.  On  this  point  we  make  the 
following  remarks:  1.  Pmlo,  Josephus,  and  others  used  aion 
and  aionios  in  reference  to  nunishment,  as  well  as  the  other  words 
referred  to,  a  fact  which  Mr.  Austin  does  not  know,  or  knowing, 
wishes  to  conceal.  2.  The  above  words*  with  the  exception  of 
aidioe  are  compounded  with  a  negative,  and  in  their  simple  form, 
■lean  directly  contrary  to  what  they  do  in  their  complex  state. 
The  idea  conveyed  in  their  compounded  form,  is  not  expressed 
affirmatively,  but  in  a  negative  way.  These  words  are  not  pro- 
perly em{^yed  to  express  duration,  and  when  they  are  so  used, 
it  is  an  improper  and  accommodated  sense,  which  usage  has  au- 
thorized in  all  languages.  But  in  regard  to  aion  and  aionioi^ 
their  first  and  radical  idea  is  duration,  and  all  other  meanings  are 
improper  and  accommodated.  3.  The  word  aidios  which  Mr. 
Austin  savs  was  used  by  Philo,  is  a  modified  form  of  aion^  as  he 
must  see  by  a  moment's  attention.  It  is  compounded  of  one  of 
the  component  parts  of  (lion,  viz. « <,  always,  and  dioty  "  divine,'* 
or  that  which  pertains  to  the  celestial  world.  In  tisinx  aionioe^ 
therefore,  our  Lord  employs  the  same  word  that  Philo  did,  only 
compounding  it  with  on,  being,  in  stead  of  dioe — thus  making  it 
more  emphatic  in  expressing  the  idea  of  eternity.  In  adducing 
this  word,  the  gentleman  has  fallen  into  his  own  trap.  4.  Fi- 
nally, every  critic  in  the  Greek  language  knows  that  aiom  and 
atoniof,  are  more  properly  employed  to  aflirm  a  positive  eter- 
nity, than  either  of  the  other  words  named,  and  when  others 
are  employed,  it  is  not  to  get  the  idea  out  more  clearly,  but  to 
avoid  repetition.  Men  may  change  their  phraseology  to  improve 
their  rhetoric,  but  inspiration  has  a  higher  end  in  view.     Hence 
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Christ  Bay»-^heM  slmR  ffp  awsy  into  (kalotm  aionum^)  but  die 
rfghteotis  into  (zoen  aionion,) 

D.  Usage  amonr  th^  Christian  Fathen.  Under  Huv head  1 6nd 
nothing  worthy  of  notice  except  Orieen,  and  the  "  SybiUme  Ore- 
cles,"  and  these  have  been  snmcienuy  discussed  already.  As  to 
Hesychins,  the  Lexicographer  of  the  sixth  eentnry,  I  suppoee  he 
can  scarcely  be  classed  with  the  Christian  Fathers.  Nerenbe* 
less,  if  Mr.  Austin  wili  gtre  me  the  definition  of  own  to  tHach 
1m  refers,  I  will  pay  it  a  reT>pectftil  attention. 

6.  Conclusion  of  the  whole  matter.  1.  Mr.  Austiir  admits 
finally,  that  the  **  primitire  ^gnification^  of  ^e  words  under  dia« 
cussion,  is  "continuous^  unintemipted.**  Here  the  gentleman 
has,  after  all,  stumbled  upon  the  truth .  This  is  what  I  hare  con- 
tended for,  and  what  I  now  claim.  That  which  is  untntermpted 
must  continue  forerer-,  and  is  therefore  eternal  ^embraces  ^e 
proper  notion  of  **  duration  without  end.^  2.  Mr.  Austin  has 
given  us  a  Rutr.  "  When  atonios  or  aionion  is  a]>plied  to  that 
which  contains  within  itself  eternal  existence,  then  it  necessarily 
i^gnifles  literally,  time  without  end."  This  is  a  rule  of  his  own 
making,  and  it  is  both  false  and  foolirii.  It  is  foolish,  because 
inconsistent  with  itself,  and  would  leave  the  word  without  any 
meaning,  in  itself  considered ;  it  is  false,  because  subversire  of 
the  proper  use  of  language  which  is  to  convey  idea^—it  is  false 
also,  because  it  contradicts  the  acknowledged  signification  :  even 
the  signification  admitted  bv  Mr.  Austin-^"  continuous,  uninter 
ruptea,"  proves  his  rule  false.  If  the  primitive  signification  of 
aion  and  aitmios,  be  continuous  or  uninterrupted,  it  is  obvious, 
this  signification  does  not  arise  from  the  nature  of  the  object  to 
which  it  is  applied.  The  word  must  have  its  nrimary  sense  in 
every  case,  unless  the  nature  of  the  subject,  or  the  connection  in 
which  it  stands,  be  such  as  necessarily  to  restrain  and  circum- 
scribe its  meaning.  The  nature  of  the  object  to  which  it  is  ap- 
Elied  maj  contract,  but  cannot  expand  the  meaning  of  a  word 
eyond  its  primarv  signification.  3.  Admissions  of  orthodox 
commentators.  I  nnd  no  admissions  under  this  head,  which,  un- 
derstood in  their  proper  connections,  I  have  any  objection  to.  I 
have  myself  made  the  same  admissions  already.  Mr.  Austiin 
classes  Rev.  John  Foster  among  orthodox  commentators.  This 
is  quite  candid.  No  doubt  Mr.  Foster  is  quite 'willingto  make 
concessions  in  favor  of  Universalism,  being  himself  a  universa- 
list.  The  Baptists  of  this  country  will  doubtlese  be  amused  when 
they  learn  from  Mr.  Austin,  that  Mr.  Foster  was  **the  most  em- 
inent Baptist  minister  in  the  world.'* 

I  will  only  remark  further  on  this  point,  when  I  consider  the 
length  of  time  the  rentleman  has  had  in  which  to  preprare  His 
argument — the  facilities  within  his  reach — his  known  industry; 
and  perseverance-^and  the  desperate  efifbrt  he  has  made  to  sus- 
tain nimself  in  this  discussion,  I  am  truly  surprised  and  disap- 
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pointedf  to  find  his  authorities  so  few  and  irresponaihle — his  ma- 
terials so  scanty — and  his  whole  argument  on  the  meaning  of 
aion  and  aiontos,  so  confused  and  weak.  It  must.  I  think,  be  re- 
garded by  all  intelligent  mind^,  in  the  light  of  a  signal  triumph, 

I  must  remark  npon  a  few  small  matters  in  IVir.  Austin's  9th 
speech.  Commenting  on  Heb.  ix.  27-8,  quoted  by  me  to  prove  a 
future  judgment,  he  says,  the  language  is  purely  anti&eiical  : 
and  then  remarks,  the  apostle  is  running  a  parallel  between 
Christ  and  the  Jewish  Hign  Priests.  How  a  passage  can  contain 
a  parallel,  and  at  the  same  time  be  antithetical,  I  leare  Mr.  Aus- 
tin to  explain.  His  interpretation  of  the  place  is  a  pure  invention 
of  IJniversalism,  and  shows,  to  excellent  advantage,  the  desperate 
nature  of  the  cause  defended  by  my  opponent,  and  the  reckless 
course  it  requires  to  sustain  it.  The  27tn  verse  reads—**  And  as 
it  is  appointed  unto  men  once  to  die,  and  after  this  the  judgment." 
Mr.  Austin  thinks  the  "m«»"  who  were  appointed  once  to  die, 
are  the  High  Priests,  who  died,  sacrificially,  once  a  year.  I  ans- 
wer, 1.  The  High  Priest  did  not  die  sacrificially  at  all :  he  of- 
fered sacrifice  for  his  own  tinsy  as  well  as  the  sins  of  the  people. 
2.  There  was  only  one  Hi^h  Priest  at  a  time,  but  the  language 
of  the  passage  is,  *Mt  is  appointed  unto  men,^^  the  nlural  form  being 
used.  3.  The  Leviticai  Priesthood  had  passea  away,  and  the 
Priesthood  of  Christ  was  substituted  in  its  place.  All  St.  Paul 
Bays  of  it,  showa  it  to  be  an  obsolete  arrangement.  But  this  pas- 
sage is  in  the  present  tente.  It  is  appointed  ;  the  appointment  is 
vresenf,  and  to  continite.  But  speaking  of  Christ,  the  apostle  says 
ne  was  offered.  Will  Mr.  Austin  say  the  Jewish  High  Priest  u 
appointed  to  die,  after  Christ  was  offered  1  4.  If  Paul  meant  the 
High  Priest,  why  did  he  not  say  so  1  Why  drop  the  term  "  Priest," 
wliich  he  had  used  so  frequently,  and  use  **  men  "  in  its  place, 
which  he  had  nowhere  used  in  this  sense  before  ?  Moreover, 
what  does  the  eentleman  do  with  the  other  parts  of  the  passage  % 
— "  Once  to  oie,  and  after  this  the  judgrment.  So  Christ  was 
once  offered  to  bear  the  sins  of  many,  and  unto  them  that  look 
for  him.  shall  he  appear  the  second  tmie,  without  sin  unto  salva- 
tion." It  is  truly  astonishing  that  a  man  of  sense  should  commit 
himself  to  such  ridiculous  views  of  scripture. 

Mr.  Austin  quotes  me  as  follows : — *•  a  religion  that  would  not 
in  some  cases  produce  insanity,  would  not  be  worthy  the  atten- 
tion of  intelligent  beings."  This  I  never  said,  but  what  I  did  say 
ib  this  :  "  A  religion  incapable  of  interesting  the  mind,  or  exciting 
it  to  an  extent  that  might,  under  some  circumstances,  induce  insan- 
ity, would  in,  my  humble  judgment,  be  unworthy  the  attention 
oi  intelligent  beings."  Mr.  Austin  alledges  that  I  said,  *'  Christ  did 
not  allude  to  heaven  in  the  Lord-s  prayer."  What  I  said,  is  as 
follows.  "  Even  the  prayer  of  Christ  contains  no  direct  recogni- 
tion of  a  heaven  of  bliss,  which  is  to  be  the  final  abode  of  tht 
Christian." 
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Mr  Auadn  says  I  *^  attempt  to  make  out  that  UnirerBalists  be- 
lieve infants  will  be  tortured  in  fire  thousands  of  years."  What 
I  said  is  thtff :  "  Mothers,  will  you  hand  your  infants  over  to  the 
tender  mercies  of  a  theor]^  which  subjects  them  to  sin  in  this  life 
against  their  will ;  and  without  a  divine  Savior,  or  the  benefits  of 
a  vicarious  atonement,  plunges  them  into  the  miseries  of  future 
woe,  to  get  out  as  best  they  may.^'  You  see  from  this,  that  all  T 
said  of  the  future  wo  of  infants,  was  on  supposition  that  thejr 
would  grow  up  to  mature  years,  become  sinners,  and  die  in  impeni- 
tence. Why  Mr.  Austin  should  choose  to  mis-quote  my  words, 
and  misrepresent  my  intentions,  when  he  has  before  him  the  means 
for  correcting  himself,  the  audience  and  public  can  determine  aa 
well  as  I  can. 

There  are  several  other  things  in  Mr.  Austin's  9di  speech,  which 
under  other  circumstances,  1  might^notice.  But  1  shall  pass  them 
for  two  reasons.  1.  I  have  not  time.  2.  They  were  said  in  so 
bad  a  temper,  I  have  no  inclination  to  touch  tnem.  I  have  sev- 
eral times  been  amused,  but  not  until  my  friend  commenced  his 
ninth  speech,  have  I  felt  really  mortified  at  the  ebullition  of  bad 
feeling  exhibited.  I  had  hoped,  as  we  were  so  near  the  close  of 
the  discussion,  that  the  gentleman  would  maintain,  at  least,  a 
moderate  share  of  equanimity.  Bat  in  this  I  am  disappointed. 
It  is  true»  there  are  palliating  circumstances.  It  is'no  stnall  prov 
ocation  to  have  every  argument  one  can  present,  whatever  the 
labor  in  framing  it,  refuted  by  so  slight  an  eflbrt,  and  to  be  left 
without  a  single  substantial  dependence ;  and  then  to  be  plied 
with  arguments  so  many  and  strong,  as  not  to  know|which  way 
to  turn  or  where  to  begin  the  work  of  defence.  I  am  willing  to 
make  due  allowance  for  .these  trying  circumstances  Yet  my  friend 
should  have  counted  the  cost,  before  he  commenced  the  discus- 
sion, and  should  have  prepared  himself  to  meet  all  probable  con- 
tinjepncies  with  firmness.  It  may  not  be  too  late  yet.  There  is 
stiU  a  chance  for  the  ^entleman^s  mind  to  regain  its  equilibrium. 
Be  this  as  it  may,  I  wish  to  notify  my  friend  of  one  thing,  yiz  : 
he  must  not  think  to  turn  me  a«ite  from  my  course  of  argument 
by  threats.  I  esteem  his  threats  to  be  as  harmless  as  his  argu- 
ments. 

In  the  last  speech,  Mr.  Austin  ^id  he  believed  man  in  the  fu- 
ture state,  would  be,  as  in  this — a'^progressive  beine.  But  what 
sort  of  promssion  did  the  gentleman  mean  ?  'Riere  may  be 
progress  witnout  improvement.  There  is  much  of  this  kind  of 
progress  going  on  in  the  worid  now.  This  has  been  true  of  na- 
tions and  of  individuals  in  every  age  of  the  world.  Egypt  was 
once  the  emporium  of  the  fine  arts  and  of  Uterature,  but  subse- 
quently the  "basest  of  the  kingdoms."  Subsequently  Greece 
stood  lirst,  but  is  now  ignorant  and  degraded ;  and  Africa,  what  an 
example  of  progression  we  have  in  Africa.  Babylon  was  the 
glory  of  the  Idngdoms,  but  is  now  blotted  from  existence,    Tha 
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Jewa  degenermted  in  morals  during  a  number  of  centuries  before 
Chrisfs  day,  and  then,  those  who  had  looked  for  the  promised 
Messiah  with  eagerness,  filled  up  the  cup  of  iniqu]t3r  by  shedding 
his  heart's  blood.  As  to  indiriduals,  we  might  multiply  examples 
of  this  kind  of  progression  by  thousands.  Indeed,  this  is  tJni- 
Tersalism,  as  taught  by  Mr.  Austin.  He  has  taught  us,  God  crea- 
ted man  innocent,  free  from  moral  defect,  and  then  wbjecUd  him 
to  ranity,  that  is,  to  sin  and  misery.  The  unavoidable  result  is, 
though  they  vfere  all  innocent,  they  are  now  all  guilty ;  and  here 
is  human  progress.  Surely  Mr.  Austin  belicTes  in  human  pro- 
gression, only  it  goes  the  wrong  way.  And  yet  he  says  men 
will  be  progressive  beings  hereafter,  as  they  hare  been  here ! !  I 

That  man  is  cipable  of  improvement,  I  have  no  doubt,  but  since 
he  has  become  a  sinful  and  depraved  being,  the  only  power  of 
moral  improvement  he posseses,  is  derived  from  the  atonement  of 
Christ,  conferred  antenor  to  the  crucifixion,  by  means  of  the  Pat- 
riarchal and  Mosaic  dispensations,  but  now  unfolded  by  the 
perpect  dispensation  of  Christ.  All  moral  improvement  ever  ef- 
fected, has  been  produced  through  this  instrumentality,  and  where- 
ever  men  have  neglected  or  rejected  this  ''tnie  light  that  lighteth 
every  man  that  cgmeth  into  the  world,*^  they  have  degenerated, 
and  always  will.  Those  who  despise  divine  authority,  and  the 
riches  of  God's  grace,  will  degeoerate  in  this  life,  and  dying  in 
this  state,  will  have  placed  themselves  beyond  the  reach  of  moral 
improvement. 

Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  know  if  I  believe  in  faHen  angels.  My 
answer  is,  I  believe  just  what  the  scriptures  say.  Jude  C,  2  Pe- 
ter ii.  4,  is  my  authority  for  believing  there  is  an  order  of  beings 
denominated  angels,  some  of  whom  Sept  not  their  first  estate,  and 
for  their  sins  and  rebellion  are  '*  reserved  in  everlasting  chains 
under  darkness,  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day."  This  is 
not  the  first,  time  the  gentleman  has  insinuated  that  it  is  absurd 
to  believe  the  plain  statements  of  the  Bible.  For  my  own  part, 
I  aspire  to  no  higher  intellectual  or  moral  dignity,  than  is  ac- 
quired by  those  who,  with  humility  and  confidence,  receive  as  in- 
fallible truth,  the  plain  declarations  ol  God^s  word. 

I  quoted  the  passage  from  Hebrews,  on  which  Mr.  Austin  com- 
ments, to  show  the  fact  that  some  may  so  far  apostatize  from 
God  as  to  put  themselves  out  of  the  reach  of  mercy  3  and  this 
fact,  it  shows  conclusively ',  but  it  has  no  reference  to  common 
cases  of  backsliding. 

In  remarking  on  the  sin  of  blasphemy,  Mr.  Austin  concludes  it 
may  be  forgiven,  «nce  our  Lord  says,  ^*a//  manner  of  sins  shall 
be  iorgiven|Unto  men.  But  the  facts  in  the  case  are  these :  1.  Our 
Lord  excepts  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  declaring  it  shall 
never  be  for|iven  "  neither  in  this  world,  neither  in  the  worid  to 
come,"  and  2.  The  forgiveness  of  other  sins  of  which  he  speaks, 
it  only  conferred  on  those  who  comply  with  gospel  conutions^ 
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There  it  no  Utimation  in  all  the  BiUe  tkat  the  benefits  of  parda 
will  be  granted  to  the  impenitent.  Hence  the  gospel  dedmratk^ 
is,  "  xepent,  that  your  sins  may  be  blotted  out.^'  From  the  Aatsa 
of  a  condition,  it  may  or  may  not  be  complied  with ;  if  it  is  sai 
complied  with^  thece  is  no  iorgivenesa  ]  U  no  forgireneas,  no  sal- 
vation. 

Mr.  Austin  aootas  from  yarioos  authors  who  hare  had  paiafsZ 
reflections  on  the  subject  of  endless  misery.     But  wh&t  Juu  thj 
to  do  with  the  merits  of  this  question  ?    fie  might  ha^e  qcu^^ 
as  many  more  who  have  had  reflections  eaually  painfal  on  the 
subject  of  limited  misery  ;  but  after  all.  the  facts  remain  the  saat 
in  both  cases.    Any  man  of  correct  sentiments  must  he  more  cr 
less  afiected  in  contemplating  the  wilful  wickedness,  ^uDt,  aatf 
consequent  wretchededness  of  his  fellow  men.    And  to  my  ova 
mind,  the  painful  character  of  these  reflections  would  be  increased 
a  hundred  fold,  did  1  beiieve  (with  some  of  the  writers  quoted  hj 
Mr.  Austin,)  that  God  had  unconditionally  reprobated  part  of  the 
human  family  to  sin  and  misery  ;  or  did  I  belieYe  as  Mr.  Austia 
has  taught  here,  that  Crod  has  subjected  the  human  family  to  sia 
and  misery  sigainst  their  will,  and  has  thus  become  the  dJaect  aa- 
thor  of  this  sin  and  misery — that  his  will  respecting  human  charac- 
ter and  conduct  is  absolute,  is  never  resisted,  and  is  always  done — 
and,  conseauently,  that  men  always  hare  been,  are  now,  and 
always  will  be,  just  as  bad  and  no  worse,  and  just  as  good  as 
God  would  haye>  them — and  by  farther  consequence  from  these 
principles,  that  the  measure  of  human  happiness  has  always 
equaled  the  benevolent  intention  of  the  Almighty — did  I  beliere 
this,  there  would  be  no  alleviating  element  in  my  cu|>  of  sorrow. 
I  should  be  robbed  of  the  consolation  I  now  have  in  believing 
that  God  is  holy — that  sin  exists  as  the  result  of  voluntary  trans- 
gression on  the  part  of  his  creatures,  by  the  abuse  of  those  high 
powers,  given  them  with  the  most  benevolent  intentions,  and  oi 
which  they  could  not  be  deprived  without  losing  the  power  of 
happiness.    It  is  right  that  the  mind  should  be  stirred  in  contem- 
plating the  miseries  of  guilty  men,  either  present  or  future ;  it 
incites  to  activity  in  the  cause  of  human  salvation.    We  can  only 
escape  from  these  feelings  by  an  abandonment  of  all  religious 
and  moral  principle,  in  the  embrace  of  atheism ;  giving  man  ao 
higher  character  than  that  of  an  intellectual  brute,  whose  ex- 
istence ceases  at  death,  and  who  is  only  responsible  to  the  regu- 
lations of  human  soeietv^r,  if  we  acknowledge  a  €rod  at  all, 
by  regarding  him  as  indiflerent  to  the  aflkirs  of  this  world,  placing 
no  moral  estimate  upon  man,  and  viewing 


^With  eqiMl  eye,  ftsLofd  of^ 

TlMlMro  pcrtib,  or  tk«  •pntcm  ML'* 

I  am  quite  willing  the  gentleman  should  appropriate  to  bis 
system  all  the  credit  which  does,  or  can  arise»  from  ihe  indiifi»- 
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trtte  wfth  wliieh  it  looks  upon  the  mot^  state  of  the  world,  and 
contemplates  the  wretchedness  of  guilty  men. 

In  remarking  upon  death,  the  penalty  of  the  divine  law,  Mr. 
Austin  thinks  he  has  shown  the  unsoundness  of  my  argument  to 
"a  perfect  demonstration."  Of  this  you  will  he  ahle  to  judge 
bettet,  after  a  moment's  attention  to  the  process  by  which  ne 
.  reaches  his  conclusion.  1.  He  says  I  have  not  proved  that  death 
is,  in  its  own  nature,  eternal.  I  answer,  I  have  not  attemj)ted 
to  j^rove  it  in  any  other  way,  than  by  stating  the  proposition 
as  one  of  those  axioms  which  are  self-evident.  A  proposition 
can  only  be  proved  by  drawing  conclusions  in  its  uivor,  from 
premises  admitted  to  lie  true,  or  the  truth  of  which  is  more  evi- 
dent than  the  proposition  itself.  But  there  is  nothing  more  evi- 
dent than  that  death  is  death,  hence  it  cannot  be  proved  by  an  ap- 
Seal  to  anjrthing  more  certain  than  itself.  To  attempt  to  prove  that 
fe  is  life,  or  that  the  man  who  is  alive  is  not  dead,  would  be  an  ab- 
surdity^— and  no  less  so  to  attempt  to  prove  that  life  is  an  element 
of  death,  or  that  he  who  is  dead  is  also  alive.  2.  He  asserts 
that  death  is  not  eternal,  and  thinks  his  assertion  as  good  as 
mine.  On  any  doubtful  point,  I  will  admit  that  his  assertion 
would  be  as  good  as  mine ;  but  should  he  assert,  in  opposition 
to  me,  or  any  other  one,  that  the  sun  does  not  shine  m  a  clear 
^y,  or  that  a  man  may  die  without  parting  with  his  life,  I  sub- 
mit to  this  audience  to  say  what  such  an  assertion  would  be 
worth.  3.  But,  says  he,  death  is  not  endless,  because  "  it  is  not 
an  entity— a  thing  expressly  created  to  exist  forever."  This  is 
truly  a  wonderful  discovery ! ! !  However,  it  is  only  so  to  the 
gentleman  himself.  I  presume  no  one  of  this  audience  ever  sup- 
posed death  to  be  created  at  all.  It  is  simply  the  negation  of 
life.  J n  a  moral  or  spiritual  sense,  it  is  the  negation  of  moral 
life — a  separation  from  the  source  and  fountain  or  moral  life. 
Please  attend  here  to  another  specimen  of  my  friend's  logic. 
Deathj  he  says,  "is  not  an  entity,"  and  yet  he  maintains  tnat 
there  is  an  element  of  life  in  death  ]  that  is,  a  non-entity  embra- 
ces an  entity,  or  nothing  embraces  something — there  is  in  nothing 
a  recuperative  power,  which  is  a  suffic'ent  pledge  for  the  pro- 
duction of  something,  which  will  live  forever.  Most  marvelous. 
4.  He  still  farther  argues  that  death  is  not  endless,  because  some 
who  were  dead  have  been  brou|;ht  into  a  state  of  life — and  the 
words  of  Paul,  "  you  hath  he  quickened  who  were  dead  in  tres- 
passes and  sins,"  are  quoted.  But,  let  me  ask,  who  quickened 
these  dead  souls  ?  Was  it  death  ?  Was  it  the  element  of  moral 
life  in  death  ?  Was  it  "  the  sheer  exercise  of  its  own  energies" 
which  destroyed  death  and  produced  life  in  this  case  ?  Let  the 
language  speak  for  itself.  "  You  hath  He  quickened."  God  per- 
formed this  work,  in  harmony  with  the  principles  of  the  gQspel, 
and  the  conditionality  of  salvation.  If  this  external,  j^racioos, 
and  diviae  power  had  not  been  brought  into  rcquimthm,  the 
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death  here  spoken  of  would  hare  been  eternal;  and  as  this 
death  is  the  penalty  of  sin,  therefore,  the  penalty  of  the  law  la 
etecaal.  5.  rinally,  Mr.  Austin  thinks  the  penalty  of  God's  law 
against  sin  is  not  endless,  because  the  Greek  word  Ikanatos, 
which  is  applied  to  physical  death,  is  also  applied  to  moral 
death }  and  the  scriptures  say,  by  the  use  of  tnis  same  word 
tkanatos  that  both  physical  and  moral  death  shall  be  destroyed. 
Now,  how '  thanaioi  can  be  made  to  exclude  physical  life,  when 
applied  to  physical  death,  and  at  the  same  time  eiAbrace  an  ele- 
ment of  moral  life,  when  applied  to  moral  death,  I  leare  the 
gentleman  to  explain  at  his  leisure.  As  to  the  destmetion  men- 
tioned  in  1  Cor.  xr.  54,  55,  it  relates  wholly  to  the  death  of 
the  body,  which  will  be  revoked  at  the  general  resurrection.  But 
this  effects  no  change  in  the  moral  character :  but,  on  the  contrary, 
our  Lord  says,  **they  that  hare  done  evil  snail  come  forth  to  the 
resurrection  of  damnation.^ 

The  foregoing  are  some,  not  all  of  the  inconsistencies  of  the 
gentleman's  reasoning  on  this  point ;  and  after  this  moltiplicatioBi 
of  words  and  flourish  of  trumpets,  as  though  I  were  wholly  de- 
molished, or^t  best  in  a  position  where  far&er  resistance  would 
be  fruitless,  with  a  modesty  only  eqnaled  by  that  of  a  certain 
general  on  the  battle  ground  of  Buena  Vista,  he  calls  upon  me  to 
surrender  at  discretion.  I  beg  to  be  excused.  I  never  surrender^ 
much  less  in  obedience  to  such  a  summons. 

Mr.  Austin  says  men  fall  iuto  error  and  absurdity  for  the  want 
of  reason.  This  is  true  :  it  is  the  ground  I  have  taken.  It  is  the 
want  of  perfection,  and  infalibility  in  human  reason,  which  makes 
revelation  necessary.  And  the  same  deficiency  in  reason  proves' 
the  point  for  which  I  contend,  viz:  that  reason  must  not  pre- 
sume to  dictate,  negatively  or  positively,  Jn  regard  to  the  plain 
doctrines  of  revelation.  The  truth  of  the  doctrine  should  be  deter- 
mined by  the  testimony  of  revelation,  and  not  by  the  approval, 
or  disapproval  of  that  reason  which  is  so  liable  to  err  as  to  need 
the  interference  and  corrective  voice  of  revelation.  If  our  reason 
sees  occasion  to  apf)rove  a  doctrine  made  known  to  us  by  revela- 
tion, we  have  adaitional  satisfaction  in  receiving  the  doctrine  as 
true :  but  if  our  reason  fails  to  comprehend,  or  to  perceive  the  prin- 
ciples, and  facts  whi<^h  sustain  a  doctrine  of  revelation*  the  doc- 
trine is  not  on  that  account  false. 

As  to  pure  reason  of  which  Mr.  Austin  says  so  much,  no  such 
reason  can  l>e  predicated  of  man  in  his  sinfw  state.  In  his  best, 
and  most  improved  condition  in  this  life*  he  is  liable  to  err  on  the 
most  vital  points.  Against  this  there  is  no  security  except  in  hum- 
ble reliance  upon  the  infallible  teachings  of  revelation.  I  suspect 
however,  should  the  gentleman  give  us  a  definition  of  pure  reason 
it  would  be, — ^*that  reason,  which  rejects  orthodoxy,  and  embraces 
Universalism.^' 

Mr.  Austin**  1 1th  negative  argumtnt  is,  that  my  doctrine  repre* 
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skills  Go'J,  ^ **  perpttaating  voluntarUiftUnneeeitanly,  Mforecert 
that  which  is  io  opposition  lo  hb  nature  and  the  good  of  his  crea* 
lures."    This  objection  does  not  lie  against  my  theory^  though  it, 
Tnay  be  maintained  with  effect  against  the  theory  of  Mr.  Austin. . 
The  gentleman  here  admits  that  sin  is,  in  it$elf^  opposed  to  the  na- 
ture of  God,  andlhe  best  good  of  his  creatures.    The  real  difficulty 
therefore,  is,  to  account  for  its  existence  at  all — not  to  account  for 
the  d'jtrcUion  of  its  existence.    The  duration  of  sin  and  mu^rv  is 
subordinate  in  point  of  importance,  to  Xhtfact  of  its  exintence.    The 
above  objection,  a  priara,  against  the  supposition  that  sin  would 
ever  exist,  would  have  much  weight;  but  after  its  existence,  it  can 
have  no  force  as  to  its  duration.    Adam  and  £ve  while  yet  in  the 
bliss  and  innocence  of  Paradise,  might  have  reasoned,  upon  this 
principle,  against  the  idea  that  God  would  ever  allow  them  to  bt 
sinful  and  miserable.    After  the  destruction  of  the  earth  by  the 
floods,  Noah  and  his  sons  might  have  used  this  argument  to  quiet 
their  fears  respecting  tne  probability  that  sin  would  ever  again  curse 
the  earth,  regenerated,  and  now  rising  anew  from  a  state  of  chaos : 
and  the  reasoning  would  not  have  been  destitute  of  plausibility. 
But  after  the  existence  of  sin — its  prevalence  coextensive  with  the 
race — and  its  duration  for  so  many  thousand  years,  the  objection 
we  are  considering  against  the  supposition  that  it  mav  exist  forever,^ 
is  pecfeetly  futile.    Why  does  sin  exist  at  all  ? '  Mr.  Austin  can- 
not answer  this  question,  without  contradicting  the  position  taken 
in  this  negative  argument.    Sin  does  not  exist  because  God  loves 
it,  for  it  is  **in  opposition  to  his  nature  ;**  it  does  not  exist  for  the 
ffood  of  man,  for  it  is  opposed  ^Ho  the  best  good  of  his  creatures.** 
Why,  then,  does  it  exist  ?    Mr.  Austin  says,  if  it  exist  forever.  God 
must  perpetuate  it  voluntarily.    I  answer,  if  it  exist  a<  a//,  God  must 
(on  his  principles,)  perpatuate  it  voluntarily.    Mr.  Austin  says,  if 
sin  exist  forever,  God  must  perpetuate  it  unnecessarily.    1  answer, 
(on  his  principles)  if  sin  exist  a  limited  time,  God  perpetuates  it 
unecessarily.     Mr.  Austin  must  take  one  of  the  following  conclu- 
sions.   1.  (jrod  does  now  perpetuate,  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily » 
that  which  is  in  opposition  to  his  nature  and  the  good  of  bis  crea- 
tures :  or,  2.  Sin  and  misery,  though  "  opposed  to  his  nature  and 
the  good  of  his  creatures,"  are,  nevertheless,  necessarj^  to  bis  glory 
and  the  interests  of  his  creatures :  or,  3.  His  theory  is  chiniericaJ» 
his  reasoning  sophisticalj^  and  his  conclusion  false. 

Mr.  Austm*s  tenth  objection  to  endless  punishment  is,  that  it 
represents  God  as  violatins  **  the  moral  principles  he  has  enjoined 
on  his  creatures."  That  wis  objection  is  false,  is  sufficiently  plaio 
from  the  following  facts.  1.  It  overlooks  the  nature  and  design 
of  the  0ospel.  In  its  nature  it  is  adapted  to  the  condition  and 
wants  of  men  as  moral  agents ; — its  design  is  to  provide  and  offer 
salvation  to  men,  not  to  compel  its  acceptance.  2.  It  assumes  that 
God  is  bound  to  continue  the  means  of  ^race  and  ofiers  ol  life  to 
sinners  forever,  however  despised  and  rejected  by  them.  Qut  the 
scriptures  directly  and  repeatedly  declare  the  contrary. 
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Grod  fa^s  his  '*  spirit  shill  not  always  strire  with  man.^  He  mad 
of  Ephraim,  he  **i8  joined  to  his  idols,  let  him  alone.**  God  did 
not  continue  his  warnines  to  the  generations  before  the  flood  for- 
ever,— and  his  forebearanee  towards  the  Jewish  nation  ceased, 
when  Christ  said,  **  behold  your  house  is  left  unto  you  desolate.** 
Paul  speaks  of  some  who  were  given  up  "  to  beliere  a  lie :  that 
they  all  might  be  damned  who  believed  not  the  truth,  but  had  pleas- 
ure in  UDrighteousness."  3.  It  presents  a  false  view  of  the  •«  mora.] 
principles  God  has  enjoined  on  his  creatures.**  It  is  true  we  should 
not  be  "weary  in  well  doing,**  yet  we  are  not  responsible  for  ihe 
conduct  of  those  whose  bene^t  we  seek,  nor  for  the  results  of  that 
conduct  to  themselves  :  but  after  a  certain  amount  of  effort  to  re- 
store offenders,  we  are  directed  to  have  no  more  fellowship  with 
them — ^to  treat  them  '*  as  a  heathen  man  and  Publican.^'  i  This 
objection  assumes  the  very  point  in  dispute,  viz, — that  the  final 

Serdition  of  the  ungodly  is  inconsistent  with  the  "  principles  God 
as  enjoined  on  his  creatures.^*  This  is  so  far  from  being  true, 
that  it  agrees  with  the  plainest  declarations  of  his  word,  and  har- 
monizes with  his  judicial  proceedings  in  the  present  life. 

In  his  reply  to  my  argument  on  the  common  consent  of  mankind, 
Mr.  Austin  sa3rs  he  esteems  it  the  toeakest  he  has  ever  heard. 
This  declaration  was  wholly  unnecessary.  I  should  have  been 
led  to  suppose  he  regarded  it  m  that  light,  from  the  extreme  tteai- 
ne$s  of  his  answer.  He  repeats  for  the  fifth  or  sixth  time  the  delca- 
ratioa  of  Cicero,  that  the  ancients  '*  invented  infernal  punishments 
of  the  dead,  to  keep  the  wicked  in  some  awe  in  this  Hfe.^  He  might 
have  Quoted  "  Juhan  the  Apostate,'^  or  Voltaire  or  Payne,  to  sus- 
tain the  same  point,  and  even  to  prove  that  Christ  was  an  arch 
impostor,  and  the  whole  system  of  Christianity  an  **  invention.'* 
Cicero  was  a  skeptic;  he  did  not  believe 'iti  the  doctrines  of  a  fu- 
ture state  at  all.  Warburton  says,  '*  In  his  letters  to  his  friends, 
where  we  see  the  min  (Cicero)  divested  of  the  politician  and  the 
sophist,  he  professes  his  disbelief  of  a  future  state  m  the  frankest 
manner.**  But  should  we  allow  Cicero  to  be  good  authority,  the 
rentleman  is  far  from  the  point  he  aims  at,  since  the  quotation 
mm  Cicero  speaks  onlv  of  certain  **  infernal  punishments*^ — not 
of  the  doctrine  or  idea  of  futuie  retribution.  As  idol-worship  was 
and  is  a  corruption  of  true  divine  worship*  so  the  infernal  punish- 
ments invented  by  the  ancients  were  a  corruption  of  the  import- 
ant truth,  that  men  will  be  held  responsible  in  another  life,  for 
their  conduct  in  this.  Mr.  Austin  says  my  argument  is  *'  predica- 
ted on  the  assumption,  that  numbers  decide  the  truth  of  doctrines.** 
This  is  not  true,  though  there  is  nothing  more  depended  on  than 
numbers  to  keep  Umversalism  in  countenance ;  hence  the  great 
anxiety  to  multiply  converts.  My  object  in  presenting  this  argu- 
ment was  to  show  that  the  common  sense  of  men,  which  is  claimed 
in  support  of  Universalism,  is  directly  and  decidedly  against  it; 
aodf  so  far  M  it  can  have  weight  in  the  argument,  it  clearly  sui- 
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f  tmias  the  views  lor  which  I  contend.    In  legmid  to  fotvre  and  end- 
less panishment,  common  consent  baa  great  weight,  eiooe  it  con- 
i  nscta  itself  with  €rod*s  original  coramanications  of  truth  to  the 
human  family. 

A  comparison  of  what  I  said  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazams,  with 
Mr.  Austin's  comments  on  the  subject,  will  show  what  pains  the 
Ipsatleman  has  taken  to  misrepresent  me.    This  can  be  done  with* 
out  mj  assislance.    Mr.  Austin's  explanation  of  what  Christ  says 
of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarus,  is  so  cnildish,  contradictory  and  ah- 
sord,  as  scarcely  to  merit  the  least  attention,    it  even  lacks  his 
vsoai  ingenuity.    For  instance :  he  says  the  great  gulf  spoken  of 
by  our  Lord,  '*  si||nifie8  the  unbelitf  of  the  Jews.'*    If  this  be  true, 
it  follows,  as  this  gulf  cannot  be  passed  over,  the  Jews  are  fixed 
in  eternal  unbelief,  without  the  possibility  of  escape,  and  the 
Grentiles  must  believe,  and  cannot  do  otherwise.    Yet  these  sup* 
positions  are  directly  contradicted  by  facts  on  both  sides  of  the 
gfulf.    Thousands  of  the  Jews  have  believed  in  Christ,  and 
passed  over  one  way ;  and  thousands  of  Glentiles  who  once  be« 
lieved  in  Christ  have  apostatized  from  him,  and  passed  over  the 
other  way.    He  says  the  rich  man  represents  the  Jews,  especially 
their  priesthood.    And  yet  we  are  told  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
that  *'  a  great  ccHnpany  of  tht  priests  were  obedient  to  the  faith" 
-i^-and  thus  passed  the  gulf  during  Apostolie  times,  though  Christ 
ioiorms  us  it  coteUd  not  he  passed  over.    The  gentleman  still  far- 
ther says,  the  rich  man  in  nell  [hadeij  represents  **the  wretched 
condition  of  the  Jews*' — and  *^  the  beggar  represents  die  Gentile 
-world.'*    If  this  be  correct,  whv  did  not  Mr.  Austin  ^ctend  his 
explanation  a  little  farther,  and  tell  us  that  the  rich  man  (die 
Jews)  has  for  1800  years  lilted  up  his  eyes  in  hell,  being  in  tor- 
sient — that  the  Jews  (represented  hy  the  rich  man,)  &ve  ae- 
koowledced  themselves  tormented  on  account  of  their  rejection  of 
the  true  Messiah  and  his  gospel,  and  have  deprecated  by  piteous 
lamentations,  the  consequence  of  their  unbelief,  earnestly  de- 
•iring  to  be  delivered  from  it — that  they  have  besought  in  vain 
that  Lazarus  (the  Gientile  world)  might  come  to  their  relief,  es- 
pecially that  he  might  be  sent  to  the  five  brethren  of  the  Jewish 
.  mation,  lest  they  mo  should  come  into  that  place  of  torment — 
while,  on  the  otl^er  luund,  Abraham  has  refused  them  the  least 
alleviation,  declared  the  gulf  to  be  impassable,  their  case  to  be 
hopeless,  and  will  not  aflow  Laasams  (the  Oentile  worid)  even 
to  warn  the  five  brethren  of  the  Jewish  nation,  that  they  may 
be  saved  from  that  place  of  torment.    And  while  on  the  subject, 
it  would  have  been  well  if  he  had  given  the  explanation  of  the 
SOth  and  31st  verses — *^  And  he  said,  nay,  father  Abraham  :  but 
if  one  went  unto  them  from  the  dead,  thev  will  repent.    And  he 
said  unto  him,  if  they  hear  not  Moses  and  the  Prophets,  neither 
will  they  be  persuaded,  though  one  rose  from  the  dead."    Such 
tn  the  wild  and  iaoonsisteat  views  reached  hy  those  who  ascn* 
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^ifievlty*  in  nmmdiini  th«  ^pmtmtde  oi  m  ^ni  aiflti|r 

^^nruth  tW  hntOT  and  integrity  oi  Qod.    8irt  on  Mr.  At»tiB^  pria* 

-ciple^y  the  end  fot  vrlttdi  men  wete  oivated  ie  maide  sore  in  eTerjr 

emmm  hj  an  a&te/Mte  control  oC  ^  will^  the  eondvet,  and  chmra6« 

tor  of  mth.    Withont  ench  control  ^  end  cannot  be  made  eurd 

m  every  case.    Hence  not  only  in  ih^tjhwt  and  W  act  does  God 

tmke  pleasiliie»  bat  in  every  imtermedkUe  aet^  which  are  the  mei^e 

he  eni^oye  to  brin^  abomt  the  end  in  which  he  has  pleaenie* 

Here  then,  not  only  is  €rod  make  the  direct  author  of  sin,  but  ha 

tAk.eB  pleasure  in  all  the  depravity,  sin,  and  wretchedness,  which 

exist  in  the  world.    This  is  the  way  the  gentleman's  theory  Tin- 

<licates  the  chamcter  of  God  from  diihonor.    Let  us  state  the 

ceae  case  on  both  sides.    .On  my  principles,  God  created  man  a 

n>4nal  agent,  with  a  constitution  free  from  defect^n  a  state  cfi 

moral  purky,  with  power  sufficient  to  have  stood,  and  by  perse* 

vexance  to  have  secured  the  end  of  his  existence  in  immortalitj^. 

If  man  is  now  miserable^  it  is  because  he  is  voluntarily  sinful — if 

mjiy  part  of  the  race  shall  be  finally  miserable,  it  will  be  because 

thev  ^*  choose  death  in  the  error  of  their  ways  f^  their  perdition 

will  be  the  result  of  a  voluntary  abuse  of  those  advantages  eiven 

tb#m  lor  nobler  ends,  and  without  which  they  would  nave 

been  incapable  of  hanpiness*    Man  alone  is  responsible  for  the 

forfeiture  of  his  own  happiness.    On  Mr.  Austin's  orinciples,  God 

crealed  man  with  an  imperfect  constitution — ^*  subject  to  vanity 

not  wiUinj^y" — placed  him  in  circumstancea  which  rendered  hi* 

ain  and  misery  unavoidable*— has  the  absolute  control  of  his  wiU^ 

and  conduct — perpetuates  his  sinful  existence  in  this  Ufe-^and  in 

thousands  of  iastanoee  (accordii^  to  spme  Universalist  writers,) 

to  an  indefinite  extent  in  the  fnture  stale,  and  all  out  of  sheer 

love,  and  for  ^he  purpose  of  making  him  more  holy  in  the  end« 

Yet  he  blames  a^id  punishes  the  sinner  for  being  sinful — for  obey* 

iog  those  impulses  which  God  himself  imparts  to  the  mind.    The 

substance  oi  this  is,  that  God  alone  is  responsible  for  every  aeif 

and  every  result.    Which  <d  these  toeories  dishonors  God  1 

2.  Mr.  Austin  says  it  diq^races  Christ*  How  so  1  His  argn* 
loent  is,  Christ  was  sept  to  save  all  men,  and  if  he  does  not  sue* 
^sd  he  will  be  di^raced.  But  let  me  ask  Ur.  Austin  what 
Christ  was  sent  into  the  world  to  save  men  from  ?  Wae  it  to 
save  met)  from  sin  in  this  life  ?  If  so,  on  the  principles  oi  Uni-» 
versalism,  he  does  not  succeed,  and  must  be  disgraci^.  Was  it 
to  save  men  from  sin  in  another  life  1  Why  then  did  he  coa# 
ix^to  this  life,  to  do  what  can  only  be  done  in  the  future  state? 
Besides,  as  the  gentleman  well  knows  the  standard  writers  on 
Universalism  generally  confine  the  work  of  ealvation  to  this  lifei 
and  asseft  there  is  no  need  of  salvation  in  the  life  to  come.  Waa 
it  to  save  aU  men  from  endless  puuishmant  ?  Mr.  Austin  do&^t 
believe  thev  were  eyer  exposed  to  such  punidiment.  Waa  it.to 
restore  final  hoUnesaand  happiness  1    Mr.  Austin  don't  believt 
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adyent  of  Christ  iMestMrf  to  the  sithration  of  any  maa,  or  thi 
Biagle  individiial  is  mor§  9we  o  i  heaven  thaa  be  wo«ld  have  h 
if  Christ  had  never  existed.  How  then  is  Christ  to  ha  disgn 
hy  failing  to  accomplish  the  objeet  of  his  mission  ?  The  tn 
is,  aocQ^inff  to  Unirersalism,  Christ  is  in  no  aease  a  Savtsr 
all  men.  He  is  degraded,  and  fobbed  of  his  titles  and  wmk,  k 
as  efieetnally  disgraced  as  the  InfideliQr of  men  e&n  dio^iicii  h:i 
^— [  Tim  txptrcd, 

[MB.  AUSnu'S  KLBTSIITH  RSFLT.] 

Chnt  3foi«ratorf  .-^-Near  the  close  of  his  last  apeech,  H 
Holmes  introdaced  his  eigktienth  Argument  Sn  the  Afirmtfm 
It  rests,  he  tells  us,  on  the  meaning  of  the  words  enrriailHigr 
fortver,  when  applied  to  ffsture  punishment.  It  nnnC  be  acksov 
ledeed  by  all  who  hare  witnessed  this  discnsston,  tet  Eb 
Holmes  has  been  exceedingly  nnfortnnate  in  his  criticisBs  ee  '^ 
original  words  involved  in  oar  investigations.  The  snae  tef' 
he  will  find  awaits  his  e£R>rt8  in  the  ]>re8ent  instance. 

He  acknowledges  that  aion,  aionion,  &c.,  are  f requeady  «■ 
in  an  indefinite  and  limited  sense.  This  concession  he  coeU  « 
refrain  from  making,  because  I  had  already  introdneed  a  b.-^ 
number  of  nassages  where  they  indicate  a  limited  time.  Bet  i 
^is  acknowledgement,  he  allows  all  I  can  ask,  to  give  the  v^^ 
of  this  philological  argument  into  my  hands.  U  ctwiues  u 
osontof,  were  very  commonly  used  by  the  scripture  writers,  to  s 
note  a  Hmited  period  of  duration,  tn  ne  admits,  then  the  hti  ^ 
these  words  are  used  to  describe  punishment,  affords  no  pfff 
that  such  punishment  is  endless,  liet  my  brother  aad  the  fd 
lie  bear  in  mind,  that  he  is  in  iht  afflrmatiwe  on  ftdm  qaegs^ 
Here  are  certain  words,  which,  while  they  often  stgmf^  sirk:! 
endless  time,  he  admits  they  also  frequently  mean  a  liaofted  ye 
od — time  that  comes  to  an  end.  Now  when  one  of  these  ia* 
nite  words  is  applied  to  punishment,  Elder  Holmes  tt^iratt  it  ws 
strictly  endless  duration.  I  deny  it.  Does  it  not  foUev,  * 
every  principle  of  logic,  that  he  must  proceed  to  nr^mi  bisafif* 
tion  true  1  In  no  way  can  this  be  done,  but  by  showing  9 
there  is  something  in  the  nafttre  and  object  of  pnnisbmeal,  A 
make  it  neeessartly  endless.  Until  he  does  this  satisfiaeCorST.  i 
accomplishes  nothing.  Let  me  illustrate  by  the  word  **Im|I 
We  speak  of  a  large  ihbk,  and  a  lar^rtK,  Does  ''la^ga*  » 
the  same  size  in  both  cases.  Suppose  my  friend  Should  assent 
attempt  to  maintain,  that  in  a  certain  country  they  manvlacM 
^iNS  as  iarge  as  trses.  When  called  upon  for  proof,  he  i^ 
duces  a  letter  from  a  friend  in  that  country,  who  wiius  ^it^ 
bis  neirfaborfaood  there  is  a  manufactory  of  ^^argti^  pins ;  asAl 
proceeds  to  maintain   by  an  appeal  to  logic  that  as    At^ 


y  Google 


•N  BNMJHW  roNitaifnT.  t48 

,     Mhme)*^  wken  conaeeted  with  tree,  raeMw  a  tree  atkMtaa 
bnBored  feet  in  length,  therefore  the  same  word  "large,"  at- 
'     iached  to  ptn,  proves  that  pins  are  an  hundred  feet  long.    Who 
'      eoold  hat  admire  soch  an  argument !    Would  he  not  be  required 
to  show  from  the  structure  of  the  pin,  that  it  wee  of  that  enor- 
mous length,  rather  than  to  depend  on  the  indefinite  meaning  of 
'      *^  large."    Yet  similar  is  the  reasoning  of  my  opponent,  on  the 
'      subject  under  coBsid«ration.    Because  esofuon,  a  word  of  the  most 
'      ind^nite  meaning,  signifies  time  without  end,  when  applied  to 
God,  or  his  attributes,  he  contends  that  it  has  the  same  sigaifi* 
cation  in  connection  with  nunisfimeittf  which  of  itself,  has  not  the 
slightest  element  of  endiesness ! !     Such  logic  cannot  prodoce 
eonviction  on  any  enlightened  mind. 
Mr.  Holmes  maintains  that  the  etymology  of  the  word 


its  primary  grammatical  meaning— is  endlea  duration ;  that  such 
is  its  eenenu  usage  in  the  scriptures ,  that  those  places  where  it 
is  used  in  a  limitea  sense,  are  only  exceptions  to  the  general  rule 
of  its  usage,  and  that  it  devolves  on  me  to  prove  that  its  applica- 
tion to  punishment*  is  included  within  these  exteptions*  Allowing 
all  his  premises  in  this  statement  to  be  correct,  it  would  give  no 
weight  to  his  argument.  J  have  alreadjr  proved  that  there  are 
none  of  the  elements  of  endless  duratimi  in  the  nature  of  pun* 
ishment — ^that  it  is  correctivej  refomuUory-^9,nd  hence  must  neetS" 
9arily  cease.  Moreover,  I  have  shown  that  God  has  positively 
declared  he  will  not  cast  oS,  nor  contend  [punish]  forever !  I 
This  establishes  the  fact,  that  punishment  is  legitimately  within 
the  exceptions  which  my  opj^ent  allows  exist  to  his  general  rule. 
But  I  dissent  whollv  from  his  rule,  both  in  rej^ml  to  general  usage, 
and  etymology.  1* he  general  usage  of  aion  and  its  derivatives, 
in  the  scriptures,  I  insist,  is  not  endless  duration,  but  indefinite 
duration,  longev  or  shorter,  in  accordance  with  the  object  they 
qualify.  In  proof  of  this  position  to  show  that  the  nature  of  tlM 
subject  with  which  these  words  are  connected,  must  determine 
the  duration  they  express — I  could  introduce  the  testimony  of 
many  of  the  most  eminent  scholars  and  commentators. — Dann€^ 
gan  gives  the  fullowinjBp  definition  of  aion — **  Time ;  a  space  of 
time  ]  life  time  and  life ;  the  ordinary  period  of  man's  hfe;  the 
age  of  man;  man's  estate;  a  long  penod  of  time;  eternity.** 
While  he  gives  one  sense  of  endless  duration  to  oau,  he  f  umbhes 
seven  dii&rent  instances,  where  it  has  the  meaning  of  indefimU 
duration  .     Schleusner  gives  the  following  as  the  definition -of  j 

aion : — *'  Any  space  of  time,  whether  longer  or  shorter y  p^ast,  m 

present,  or  future,  to  be  determined  by  the  persons  ot  things  ■ 
spoken  of,  and  the  scope  of  the  subjects :  the  life  or  age  of  man  y  I 
any  space  in  which  we  measure  human  life,  from  birth  to  deatk.'*  ■ 
Macknightj  says  in  regard  to  akm  and  aionios — "  These  words,  ^ 

being  ambigous,  are  always  to  be  understood  according  to  the 
nature  and  eircwa^ansoesot  the  things  to  which  they  are  applied." 
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Prafonor  Stmrt  sayi^^The  New  l^stam€»t  um^  Jf^«iv  frte 
tbt  clasBical  one,  in  tk«t  aitm  in  the  New  Tedtament  mod  nsmmSj 
means  an  m ncmriTK,  nnlimite^  period  «f  tiiiie ;  whereas,  ia  dk 
eliMMi^,  the  senee  atwm,  ^eeufmi,  i^,  cfeneimtidB,  in  respeet  to 
tiflM,  appears  to  be  its  most  ^nal  meaning."  Maelainef  ib  ha 
Moriieim,  says — **  The  wovd  ah^  or  cboH)  is  eommonly  umi 
among  Greek  writers,  hut  in  diftrrent  senses.  Its  significatioa  iu 
the  Qttostic  system,  is  not  rer^  e^ideitt,  and  sev«ra(  learned  mea 
hare  despaired  of  finding  out  its  true  swnifieation.  Jkon^  orooa, 
among  the  aneients,  was  used  to  signify  the  age  ^  miin,  or  the 
duratioa  of  human  life.  In  after  times,  it  was  employed  \y^  phi- 
losophers to  express  the  duration  of  spiritual  and  inriafhle  hatn^' 
These  citations  might  be  greati;^  multiplied.  They  prtfre  that  a 
limited  meaning  to  ttknti  and  denratSves,  is  not  an  exceptkm  to 
the  general  nue  of  its  seriptore  usage,  hut  elearly  wiflM  that 
rule ;  and  they  establish  the  lact,  that  indefini^  duratieti,  And  not 
eiM£^,  is  ^e  primary  meaning  of  these  woids. 

ICr.  Holmes  attadies  great  importance  to  theefymo^gry  of  Aioa. 
as  supporting  his  position,  that  tndlets  time  is  its  primary  oMan- 
tug.  He  asserts  that  it  is  compounded  of  an,  erer,  or  alwa3r9^ 
and  on^  being — ever^being.  It  is  not  an  established  laet  that  these 
ase  the  roots  of  aion.  Some  lexicographers  insist  that  aion  comes 
from  ^e  verb  aio.  Others  contend  that  it  is  compoeed  of  mi,  a 
poetical  word,  signifying  the  world,  and  oa,  to  exist.  Be  this, 
nowerer,  as  it  may,  acknowledging  that  aion  comes  from  ael  and 
on,  it  will  be  allowed  that  all  its  meaning  of  duroHon^  is  derired 
Irmn  mi*  Now  I  maintain  that  this  word  is  never  used  in  the 
aer^tutvs,  to  signify  endless  duration ;  but  its  scnptural  usage  or 
meaning  is  eontmuousy  uninterruptod.  it  is  found  Hgkt  times  in 
the  New  Testament,  as  follows :— ^**  And  the  multitude,  erying 
aload,  began  to  desire  him  [Pilate]  to  do  as  he  had  Kvxa  (oef^ 
aiways]  Jkwe  unto  them.''— (Mark  xr,  8.)  "  Ye  stiff-necked  aai 
uacircumeised  in  heart  and  ears,  ye  do  iiwatb  £<ief— coutiauaUy] 
Insist  the  Holy  Spirit :  as  your  fathers  did,  so  do  you.^ — (Acts 
▼It.  51.)  ^*  For  we  which  lira  are  alwats  delirered  (oe» — coa* 
tkiaaily  exposed)  unto  death.*'~-(2  Cor.  ir,  11.)  "The  Ciretaaa 
aie  ALWAYS  {ae»— habitually,  uniformly]  liaia."^-(Titua  i.  IS.) 
**  They  do  always  [ae^— ^continually]  err  in  their  hearts.^ — <Heh. 
iii.  10.)  "  Be  ready  always  lasi — constaatly]  to  ^ve  aa  an- 
swer to  every  man  that  asketh  you  a  reason  lor  the  nope  tiu^  is 
ia^yott.'*-^!  Peter  hi.  18.)  ''Wherefore  I  will  not  be  ntelifeat 
to  put  you  ALWAYS  [oei— con«tantly]  in  remembrance  m  then 
things."— (S  P^«r  i.  12.)  These,  if  I  do  not  err,  are  all  the  ia- 
stances  where  aei  occurs  in  the  New  Testament.  It  will  be  aeca 
that  it  baa  not,  in  a  single  ^ase,  the  signification  of  endioto  dura- 
tian.  In  every  instance,  it  has  the  meaaiag  of  **oonstattUy,*' 
"  uninterruptedly.^ 
The  olaesicat  usage  of  mi  seams  to  be  aimilarto  the  aeriptacaL 
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I  The  ancient  poet  Cleanthus,  in  a  hymn  to  Jore,  uses  the  follow- 
,  ing  language : — "  For  thus  hast  thou  connected  the  jood  with 
the  evil  in  one  system,  that  one  continually  existing  [aien  eonta] 
principle  of  reason  is  in  all ;  from  which,  whoever  of  mortals 
are  wicked,  ill-starred,  are  endeavoring  to  escape,  hccausc,  in- 
deed, CONTINUALLY  [agi — Constantly]  coveting  the  possessions  of 
the  good,"  etc.  In  the  same  poem,  he  exclaims — "O  Jupiter, 
EVER  [aiei]  conquering  all." — *'I  will  sing  jrour  power  coNTTNtr- 
ALLT  [aien.]  And  again — "There  is  nothing  more  incumbent 
on  mortals,  nor  on  the  gods,  than  justly  to  celebrate  the  univers- 
al law  cohtinually" — [«i.] 

These  quotations  establish  the  fact  that  si  signides  constant^ 
continuom,  an  indefinite  period  of  time,  and  not  strictly  endles$. 
Now  as  aei  does  not  of  itself,  contain  the  sense  of  endless  dura- 
tion, how  can  it  impart  that  meaning  when  compounded  into  aion 
or  aionion.  Will  our  hearers,  will  the  public,  reflect  on  this 
question  ?  The  Elder's  position  that  the  etymological  or  gram- 
matical sense  of  aion  or  aionios  is  endless  time,  falls  to  the 
earth,  to  slumber  with  his  other  lame  attempts  at  criticism. 

Mr.  Holmes  says  he  has  proved  by  the  best  commentators, 
that  aion  and  aionios,  signify  eternal  duration.  He  has  only 
shown  that  sometimes  these  words  have  that  meaning,  and  that 
at  other  times  they  have  not.  If  any  lexicographer  declares 
they  signify  "endless  time,"  when  applied  to  puTUshmenU  h« 
steps  beyond  the  record,  and  asserts  what  cannot  be  sustained, 
as  I  have  clearly  proved  already. 

My  opponent  gives  Edward's  assertion  that  in  sixty-five  cases 
in  the  Bible,  aion  signifies  endless  time.  That  there  are  as  many 
instances  as  this  where  aion  is  applied  to  things  that  are  in  them- 
selves endless,  and  hence  in  these  cases  convey  a  meaning  of 
-  endless  duration,  I  have  no  doubt.*  But  can  Edwards,  my 
friend  Holmes,  or  any  other  man,  show  one  instance  where  aion 
or  aionios  has  a  signification  of  time  without  end,  when  applied 
to  punishment  ?  This  is  impossible.  I  know  he  borrows 
a  pompously  arranged  table  prepared  by  some  wise-acre,  who 
gravely  asserts  that  aion  and  aionion  occur  21  times  in  reference 
to  endless  punishment.  And  the  Elder  finally  musters  courage, 
after  some  little  hesitation,  and  valiantly  endorses  it,  without  in 
fact,  having  the  slightest  elimpse  of  knowledge  or  apparantly 
the  slightest  care,  whether  the  table  is  true  or  false.  6ut  what 
dependence  can  be  placed  on  this  man's  assertion,  or  my  friend*s 
endorsement  ?  Not  the  least.  Professor  Stuart  holds  up  to  the 
world  the  blundenng  ignorance  both  of  the  framer  and  the  en- 
dorser of  this  wonderful  table.  He  claims  but  SEVEN  instances 
in  the  New  Testament,  where  aionios  is  ever  applied  to  future 
punishment.  But  if  aionios  is  applied  in  a  single  case  to  future  pun- 
^hment,  which  I  deny,  it  would  not  prove  it  to  be  endless.  Recol- 
lect that  is  the  ortly  point  before  us.  Instead  of  feeble  and  futile 
32 
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assertions,  let  the  eentleman  buckle  on  the  armour,  and  sIiott  t 
single  passage  in  tne  Bible,  where  it  is  evident  from  the  nature 
of  punishment,  ani  its  designs,  that  aionios  when  coiinected  u^iti 
it,  has  the  signification  of  endless  time.  This  is  the  only  trw 
method  to  determine  the  duration  expressed  by  a  word  so  indc£- 
jiite. 

Mr.  Holmes  quotes  several  passages  where  aionion  evideal!.^ 
means  ceaseless  time.  But  in  all  these  case§  it  is  conccciei 
with  the  being  or  attributes  of  God,  or  with  things  pertaining  tj 
an  immortal  stale  of  existence. 

The  Elder  introduces  a  few  passages  of  scripture,  in  which  be 
gives  "  age  lasting,*'  as  the  meaning  of  aionion,  to  show  iis  a"?- 
Burdity.  Among  others  he  read  the  following — "For  we  k:.ow 
that  if  our  earthly  house  of  this  tabernacle  were  dissolve-],  we 
have  a  building  oi  God,  a  house  not  made  with  hands,  eternal  in 
the  heavens." — (2  Cor.  v.  1.)  He  says  I  would  read  it  *'£:r^- 
lasting  in  the  heavens.''  I  call  the  audience  to  witness  that  ih'-i 
is  exceedingly  unfair,  and  unworthy  a  hi^h-minded  controversial- 
ist. I  have  not  taken  the  ground  that  aionion  in  all  cases,  .v- 
nifies  age-lasting,  or  an  indefinite  period  of  time.  I  have  repeat- 
edly defined  my  position  to  be  that,  when  applied  to  punlshn.ecr, 
and  other  things  which  from  their  nature  are  temporary,  the: 
aionion  signiGes  a  limited  duration.  But  that  when  used  in  re- 
ference to  the  Deity,  his  attributes,  or  to  any  ihinpf  connected 
with  an  immortal  existence,  it  then  conveys  a  meaning  of  strict- 
ly eiidless  duration.  Hence  in  the  passage  I  have  noticerl,  an^ 
other  like  places,  aionion  may  properly  be  rendered — *' eternal 
[unending]  in  the  heavens."  Let  iny  opponent  quote  any  p.is- 
sage  where  aionion  is  connected  with  punishinrwt^  and  read  it 
*'  age-lasting."  In  all  such  cases,  it  will  be  seen  the  reading  J- 
perfectly  consistent  and  grammatical.  The  Elder  is  cither  sj 
blind  that  he  cannot,  or  so  stubborn  that  he  will  not,  see  the 
ground  I  occupy  on  these  orginal  words.  But  this  is  of  litiU- 
moment.  The  audience  and  the  public  understand  it,  ai.d  thai 
is  sufficient  to  make  me  content. 

Mr.  Holmes  gravely  asserts  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  the 
endless  existence  of  God,  if  aionios  does  not  signify  durarior 
without  end  !  !  How  the  man  talks!  Why,  dear  friend,  it  dar^ 
mean  ctuJkss  time  when  applied  to  God  !  Is  not  that  sufficient ' 
Or  do  you  insist  that  unless  aionios  when  applied  to  every  tKin^, 
however  short — the  Levitical  priest-hooJ,  the  Jewish  s.ave5s  a 
man's  life-time,  or  the  three  days  in  which  Jonah  was  in  th- 
.whale — means  strictly  endless  'time,  there  is  no  evidn.c  cf 
God's  eternal  being  ?  Tiiis  idea  that  the  eternity  of  Jehovah'- 
existence  does  not  depend  upon  his  own  infinite  nature,  upon  ttf 
fact  that  he  IS,  fromeveilasiin^to  everlasting,  bntujion  the  gnir- 
malijal  or  theological  construction  of  a  single  word,  ia  to  c/iiidu^ 
that  it  can  need  no  serious  notice  at  my  hands. 
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Amither  posStton  tiUcew  by  my  friend  is  thtft  if  aionhn  -vrben 
applied  to  punisboRent,  doeB  not  mean  strictly  endless  duration, 
then  there  was  no  Greek  word  by  whieh  the  writers  of  the  Bible 
could  have  expressed  such  a  doctrine.  This  ground  was  first  oe- 
eupied  by  some  rasb  defender  of  endless  punishment,  possessing 
more  zeal  than  knowledge ;  and  since  that  day,  e?ery  volunteer 
advocate  of  that  beautiful  sentiment,  has  blundered  into  the  same 
pit  of  ignorance.  Why  cannot  these  gentlemen  do  themselves 
the  justice  to  investigate  this  point  a  moment,  before  they  expose 
-a  stupidity  so  consummate.  If  there  is  no  word  but  aionion  in 
in  the  Greek  language  to  express  duration  that  is  eadiess,  pray 
how  did  the  early  Greek  writers  d^ote  unending  time  %  We  have 
«een  they  never  used  that  word  in  any  case.  It  is  not  to  be  found 
in  their  most  ancient  classics.  Hence  there  must  have  been 
«ome  other  word  or  words,  by  which  they  conveyed  that  idea. 

A  brief  examination  will  show  us  that  the  scripture  writers 
•used  several  Greek  words  beside  monien  to  signify  endless  time. 
The  EUder  has  made  a  weak  attempt  to  forestal  the  iitroduction 
df  tbese  word^.    Dreading  to  meet  them  in  a  fair  field,  he  fired  off 
fais  gun,  eoward  like,  before  the  enemy  approached,  and  then  ran 
away  and  hid  himself.     Thift  is  the  second  or  third  instance  in 
which  he  has  committed  the  folly  so  pointedly  condemned  by  tke 
wise  man,  (Prov.  xviii.  13,)  of  answering  a  matter  before  be  hears 
it.    He  was,  however,  undoubtedly  satisfied  he  could  answer  this 
matter  much  better  before  he  heard  it,  than  afterwards.    Come 
back  my  friend,  and  enter  upon  this  investigation  like  a  man.     A 
few  examples  will  show  the  Greek  language  possesses  other 
words  than  aion  or  its  derivitives,  to  express  duration  without  end. 
1  Cor.  XV.  42, — '*  So  also  is  the  resurrection  of  the  dead.     It  is 
sown  in  corruption,  it  \»  raised  in  iNooanuPTiON" — iaj>h^r$ia — 
immortality — an  undying  existence.]     1  Cor.  xv.  53. — *«  For  this 
corruptible  must  put  on  in&rruption,  [aphiharsian]  and  this  mor- 
tal must  put  on  iMMoaTALrrv" — \atkcnwsia — endless  existence.] 
%  Tim.  i.  9,  10. — **  Who  hath  saved  us  ieind  called  us  with  a  holy 
calling, *no/  according  to  our  iOorks,  but  according  to  his  own  pur- 
pose and  grace,  which  was  given  us  in  Christ  Jeeus  before  the 
world  [aioiMon]  began  :  but  is  now  made  manifest  by  the  appear- 
ing of  our  Savior  Jesus  Christ,  who  hath  abolished  death,  and 
*' brought  LiFK  and  iMMoaTiLrrT  [xoen  kai  «phtharsian — endless  ex- 
istence] to  light,  through  the  go&peL"    Htre  aionron  is  used  in  a 
limited  sense,  and  another  word,  afhihar$ian,  introduced  to  desig- 
'  nate  the  endlessness  of  the  hfe,  which  Christ  brought  to  light.— 
1  Pet.  i.  3,4. — *'  Hath  begotten  us  again  into  a  lively  hope,  by  the 
resu/recrtion  of  Jesus  Christ  fronv  the  dead,  to  an  inheritance,  in- 
corruptible, [aphtbarton]  undefited,  and  that  padbth  not  iwat.** 
(am«ro»iron--enduring,  uiftending.'*]     Luke  i.   S3. — Speaking  of 
Christ— "And  of  his  kingdom  there  shall  he  ko  ekb*'— on*  cMtai 
fc/os— hlerally»  wrrHoirr  bxp.]    Can  sny  man  find  «  {massage  in 
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tlie  scriptartf,  wliere  Uiis  phraseology  m  applied  to  punijifcaept? 
If  endless  paaishment  was  designed  to  be  rerealed  m  the  Bibh, 
why  was  not  it  proclaimed  in  tne  unmistakable  worda— **  aad  d 
t^is  punishment  there  shall  be  no  end"  Heb. Tii.  16. — "  Who  ii 
made  not  after  the  law  of  a  carnal  commandment,  but  after  the 
power  of  an  bndlsss  uwt^ — [zoes  akataluton — incapable  of  dia- 
aohition—anendtng.]  Heb.  x.  12.--*' Bat  this  man.  tChrist]  al- 
ter he  had  offered  one  sacrifice  for  sins,  FOREVEa  [disndkei — per- 
petually — endlessly]  sat  down  on  the  right  hand  of  God.**  Heb. 
X.  14. — **  For  by  one  offering  he  hath  perfected  voaxTUi»  Idtemek- 
et]  them  that  are  sanctified.** 

Here  are  five  different  Greek  words  foand  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, which  most  emphatically  express  enileee  dura^n,  and  aot 
one  of  them  was  ey^r  applied  to  punishment  by  a  dirine  writer. 
Let  it  never  be  said  hereafter,  by  any  who  value  their  reputatioa 
as  Biblical  scholars*  that  no  Greek  word  could  be  found  to  expiess 
endless  punishment*  but  that  uncertain  and  indefinite  word  aiom^ 
and  its  clerivatives.  Mr.  Holmes,  it  is  true,  takes  this  poeitioa. 
But  my  poor  friend  is  to  be  borne  with  on  account  of  hia  gre«t 
ignorance  in  relation  to  the  matter,  and  his  distressed  sitoatioa. — 
With  pitiable  fatuity  he  says  neither  of  these  words  are  adaL{rted  ts 
convey  ideas  of  time  or  duration.  This  is  one  of  those  haaidoas 
expressions  for  which  my  friend  has  become  noted.  Wbo  can  he 
expect  will  believe  so  groundless  an  assertion  ?  Do  not  *^  forever/ 
{dieneke$\  **  incorruption,"  \aphthania'\ — *'  life  and  inuaortality/ 
[zoen  aphtharsianl — '*  fadeth  not  away,**  [omarasitofi] — **  no  eod,** 
[otiib  esiai  telos] — *'  endless  life,**  Izoes  akaialuS^ — convey  ideas 
of  time  and  duration  ?  If  not,  what  ideas  do  they  convey  ?  My 
friend  says  "  the  idea  of  having  other  words  better  adapted  to  ex- 
press endless  duration  than  aion  is  mere  cavil,  which  no  man  who 
values  his  reputation  as  a  scholar  will  allow  himself  to  advocate.* 
I  reply,  no  man  who  is  a  gentleman^  will  wilfully  mis-state  aa  op- 
ponent's position.  The  point  I  labored  to  establish  was  not  thai 
there  were  other  words  bttter  adapted  to  express  endless  dormtioa, 
than  aion^  although  I  could  well  nave  taken  that  ground.  But  I 
aimed  to  answer  the  assertion  so  frequently  made,  that  there  wi-ie 
no  Greek  words  which  the  scripture  writers  could  use  to  exptees 
endless  punishment,  except  aion  and  aionios.  To  show  there  were 
words  which  might  have  been  thus  used,  if  the  inspired  peaaiw 
had  thought  proper,  I  introduced  the  criticism  in  relation  to  mpkikmr- 
sfOi  akataiutouj  etc.  These  words  are  always  used  in  the  New 
Testament  to  signify  endless  life,  endless  duro/tbn— thev  have  ao 
disputed  meaning.  But  they  are  never  applied  to  describe  the  dv- 
ration  of  punishment.  The  quotation  Eider  H.  introdaces  from 
some  writer  in  regard  to  akatalutou^  does  not  effect  in  the  least  de- 
gree, the  use  I  made  of  the  word.  And  it  has  not  the  aUgbtest 
bearing  on  the  other  four  words  I  introduced,  for  the  aam 
pose.    Against  theae  foar  words  he  urges  nothing  directly. 
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\ht  hwrted  up  t  few  lines  from  aome  oVfcare  ftvthon  w1m>  Iboliali- 
ly  atti*mpt8  to  show  that  akatalutou  does  not  mean  endless  dura- 
tion, the  Eider's  resources  are  exhausted,  he  gasps  for  farther  ut- 
terance, but  nothing  will  come  forth!  He  abandons  the  other 
words  I  introduced,  and  virtually  acknowledges  they  contain  the 
meaning  of  endless  duration.  As  to  Abner  Kneeland  running  into 
infidelity,  I  woald  inquire  what  it  is  that  causes  thousands  to  run 
^om  orthodox  conicregations  and  churches,  into  the  lowest  depths 
of  skepticism  ?  Where  one  man  has  gone  from  Uniyersalism  to 
infidelity,  o»  hnndrtd  have  been  driven  by  modem  evangeLsm  into 
the  same  dark  pool.  His  extraordinary  pains  to  charge  infidelity 
on  Univeisalists,  at  every  possible  opportunity  where  he  ean  lug 
the  word  in,  is  but  a  wretched  device  of  a  guilty  heart  trying  to 
cover  up  the  fact,  that  infidelity  is  festering  every  where  at  the 
very  vitals  of  the  orthodox  sects ! 

I  have  had  frequent  occasions  to  call  the  attention  of  those  in- 
terested in  this  debate,  to  the  fatality  which  attends  all  Elder 
Holmes^  attempts  at  criticism  in  the  Greek  language.  I  can  account 
for  this,  in  no  way  but  that  he  takes  the  assertions  of  some  super- 
ficial dabbler  in  the  original,  whom  he  blindly  follows  without 
having  any  means  of  knowing  whether  the  declarations  he  copies 
are  sound  or  unsound — thus  exemplifying  the  Savior's  declara- 
tion, ••  when  the  blind  lead  the  blind,  they  both  fall  into  the  ditch." 
He  has  made  a  marvelous  discovery  in  support  of  endless  punish- 
ment in  the  Greek  word  ••  eie.**  He  insists  this  word  when  used 
in  connection  with  aionios^  adds  to  its  duration.  But  what  neces- 
sity is  there  of  adding  any  thing  to  aionios,  if  that  word  already, 
grammatically  and  primarily  signifies  endless  duration  7  This  great 
anxiety  to  give  strength  to  that  word,  indicates  clearljr  that  he  has 
no  confidence  himself  in  his  attempts  to  make  its  original  mean- 
ing to  be  endless  time. 

He  says  that  wherever  the  sense  of  the  passage  requires  an  enJ- 
less  signification,  aionios  is  construed  with  eis\  and  that  in  those  ca- 
ses in  which  aionios  is  clearly  limited,  the  word  eis  is  not  found. 
Were  we  to  allow  the  correctness  of  this  position,  it  would  prove 
fatal  to  my  opponent  in  a  variety  of  ways.  1.  It  takes  from  his 
hand  several  passages  of  scripture  which  he  and  others  of  his  school 
frequently  quote  in  defence  of  endless  punishment.  For  instance, 
in  2  Thess.  i.  9— ••  Who  shall  be  punished  with  cveriasting  des- 
truction, [olethron  aionion,]  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord,"  etc. 
juje  7— "Eren  as  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  •  •  •  •  are  set 
forth  for  an  example,  suffering  the  vengeance  of  eternal  fire,  [puros 
aionion.]  Markiii.  29 — In  reference  to  the  blasphemy  against  the 
Holy  Ghost,  **  but  is  in  danger  of  eternal  damnation" — [aionion  kri- 
seos-l  In  these  passages  »•  eisT  is  wholly  omitted ;  and  hence  ac- 
cording to  Elder  Holmes'  own  rule,  the  word  aionion  is  •*  clearly 
LIMITEiy  in  its  meaning.  Yet  this  astute  scholar  is  in  the  con- 
stant habit  of  quoting  these  passages  to  prove  endless  punishment. 
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Let  n«'«d«#iilQfOttft4ekQdeff  of  tbe  tweet  iotHtwe  of  loteriiMbU 
buniilig»r€V«r  quote  ti^eoi  agaio  ia  k«  de{«Bce«  The  K14€r  bsw 
dfifiikM  ttutt  **4t^'  beinfc  abeent,  they  meao  a  limkod  panisbflieal. 
2^  Hifl  ooBstruction  of  "  eis"^  destroys  the  eternity  of  tb^.salvaiioa  . 
effifioted  by  Chriet,  aod  of  a  future  exieteaoe.  Ueb.  ¥.  9— ^«*  AtU 
bc«Qg  made  )>erfect  he  became  tbe  author  of  eteroal  salvation  {4ot€- 
riot  adonion}  unto  ail  then  that  obe,y  thea.*' — Hebw  ix.  12 — ««  *  * 
*  *  He  eatered  in  onco  into  the  holy  place  having  obtained  eter- 
nal redemption  [aionian  lutrosin]  lor  ue,**  **  We  know  tltat  if  one 
earthly  house  of  this  tabernafile  were  dissolved,  we  have  a  bmid- 
ing  of  God,  a  house  not  made  with  haiids  eternal  in  the  heaveaa.** 
lahnion  en  teteouratiOM.]  *'  £is**  is  not  connectsd  with  a<o«uon  in 
these  instances.  The  rule  established  by  £ider  H*  proves  tliat  sal- 
vatioA)  and  redemption,  and  the  house  not  made  with  hands,  are  to 
endure  but  for  a  limited  time.  He  destpoys,  so  far  as  any  eon^^ 
dence  can  be  placed  in  his  criticism*  all  hope  of  endless  salvation, 
and  of  endless  being.  3.  According  to  his  enlightened  critidsra, 
God's  honor  and  power,  are  to  endure  onlj^for  a  limited  tiine.^1 
Tim.  vi.  16 — '^  VVhom  no  man  hath  seen,  nor  can  see:  to  whom  be 
honor  and  power  everlasting,"  [tima  kai  kratos  aionion.]  **  Eis*^ 
does  not  occur  here,  of  course  my  friend^s  ruje  limits  the  honor 
and  power  of  Jehovah ! 

But  the  Elder's  flourish  in  regard  to  '*  els'*  amounts  to  nothing. 
His  construction  is  entirely  erroneous,  and  will  assuredly  mislead 
fdll  who  are  sufficiently  ignorant  to  put  the  slightest  confidence  in 
it.  Eis  never  gives  an  endless  meaning  to  aionion.  In  regard  to 
ime,  it  signifies  to,  even  to,  until— ^nd  no  more  than  this. — **  He 
h^i  enduveth  to  the  end,  leu  tdos-^'ue,  the  end  of  that  age,}  shall 
>e  saved"-— iMalt.  x.  22.]  Or  in  Matt  xxv.  46—"  These  shall 
go  away,  into  everlasting  punishment" — lets  kola$m  aioruon — erea 
to  age  lai^ting  chastisment.] 

My  friend  is  so  generous  as  to  allow  that  I  have  given  a  true 
defimtlon  of  aionion,  when  J  construe  it  as  signifying  continuous, 
uninterrupted:  although  he  thinks  I  have  stumbled  into  it.  If 
the  Elder  would  even  stumble  into  the  truth,  a  iitlle  oftener  in  his 
exposition  of  scripture,  I  think  he  would  confer  a-  great  obli^catioa 
en  those  who  are  so  unfortunate  as  to  be  disposed  to  follow  him. 
But  he  thinks  he  has  annihilated  me  with  my  own  rule.  He  says« 
whatever  is  uninterrupted  must  continue  forever.  The  def^rec  of 
intelligence  and  logic  manifested  in  this  ]iosition,  is  entitled  to  the 
highest  admiration.  According  to  this  pnilosophical  opinion,  wh«;a 
an  individual  says — **  My  sleep  last  night  was  uninterrupted,'^  his 
meaning  is,  that  it  was  endless ! !  Where  is  there  a  diild  who  doee 
not  know  that  the  words  ^'continuous"  and^'uninterrupted,*^  when 
spoken  in  reference  to  punishment,  refer  to  its  steady  application, 
lather  than  its  prolonged  dumtioa.  The  simple  meaning  is,  thnji 
00  long^as  it  continues,  it  will  be  cnnstantly  inflicted,  witboui  in* 
teriuption ! 
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-He  says  wiik  great  refiuemeiU  of  jDaBner>  that  my  **Rii]e,"  in 
regard  to  aionioa,  is  both  false  aod  foolish.  Its  falsehood  he  de- 
clares, cotteisU  ia  its  contradiction  of  my  position  that  aionion  sig-. 
niiJes  uninterrupted  duration.  This  point  I  have  already  sufficient- 
ly  e:(plaiued.  Its  foolishnesF,  the  ^der  maintains,  is  in  giving  na 
meaning  to  aionion.  But  I  do  give  a  meaning  to  aionion — vix :  in- 
de^nite  duration.  Dr.  Campbifll  declaxes  its  '*  radical  idea  ns  indeif* 
inite  duraiioa.'*  When  we  say  that  large — small — ^high — ^low — 
are  words  of  ?nJf:^n27c  signification — to  be  understood  according 
to  the  nature  of  the  subject  with  which  they  are  connected,  can 
we  be  charged  with  giving  no  uxeaning  to  them  I  It  woald  be  aa 
proper  to  make  such  a  charge,  as  for  my  opponent  to  insist  that 
if  monion  signifies  indefinite  duration,  it  has  no  meaning ! 

I  desire  the  public  to  weigh  tlie  labors  of  Elder  Ilolmes  on 
these  original  words.    After  wading  through  long  and  tedious- 
paragraphs,  what  fact  ha^  he  establisned  in  regard  to  their  connec- 
tion with  punishment,  which  can  yield  any  support  to  the  affirnutf 
tive  of  this  question?    He  either  has  not  seen  the  true  point  to 
which  he  should  have  aimed,  or,  seeing  it,  has  cautiously  avoided 
approaching  it.     Conscious  of  his  inability  to  sustain  himself  in 
this  critical  argument,  he  has  led  the  minds  of  our  hearers  on  a 
long  and  tortuous  journey  towards  every  other  quarter  than  that 
where  they  coukl  arrive  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion.     The  whole 
subject  can  be  brotlght  to  a  single  point.    Even  allowing  all  that 
Elder  Holmes  claims,  that  the  primary,  grammatical  meaning  of 
aion  and  uionios  is  endless  time,  (which  is  far  from  the  fact.)  still, 
inasmuch  as  he  allows  they  are  frequently  used  to  denote  limited 
duration,  it  results  in  the  same  conclusion,  that  their  meaning  in 
any  given  case,  must  be  determined  by  the  nature  of  the  subject. 
Hence  the  only  inquiry  which  can  lead  to  any  distinct  result,  bear- 
ing on  this  discussion,  is  the  following — Is  there  any  thing  in  the 
nature  of  punishment  which  gives  to  aion  or  aionios,  the  signifi- 
cation of  endless  duration,  when  describing  it?     This  has  been 
the  sole  question  between  us,  during  these  long  criticisms.     All 
will  bear  me  witness  that  my  friend  opposite,  has  not  approached 
that  point !     He  has  studiously  kept  far  off.     And  the  reason  is 
obvio^is— he  dare  not  grapple  with  it !     He  is  well  aware  there 
is  nothing  ia  the  object  or  nature  of  punishment  that  can  make  it 
necessarily  endless !     This  position  I  have  heretofore  estabbshcd 
by  the  most  convincing  evidence.     In  avoiding  this  vital  point, 
my  friend  has  surrendered  the  areument  into  my  hands  !    I  claim 
he  has  not  shown  and  cannot  show  a  word  in  the  Bible,  which, 
when  connected  with  punishment,  has  the  meaning  of  endless  du* 

** Elder  Holmes  [p. 719,]  makes  the  following  declaration:— 
"  The  renowned  author  of  the  Ancient  History  of  Untvcrsalumi, 
Kivs  Augustine  (415)  was  the  first  writer  who  asserted  that  the 
Greek  word  aion,  and  its  derivatives,  m^nt  eadless  doratoon.— 
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What  sha!l  ^  think  of  an  author  who  will  publish  sfatementB  00 
Toid  of  truth,  or  of  a  cause  which  needs  such  support  ^  That 
declaration  has  been  coolly  and  deliberately  made  hy  EMcr 
Holmes.  What  will  the  public  think,  when  I  inform  them  that  the 
Ancient  History  of  Universalisn),  contains  no  snchpassage  as  that 
which  is  above  pretended  to  be  quoted  from  it  ?  lu  Tiew  of  this 
mean  attempt  to  cast  disparagement  upon  one  of  the  naoet  learsed 
and  worthy  authors  of  our  country,  I  am  justified  in  tQirtis; 
home  the  Eldei^s  own  language  on  faiimself,  with  an  emphaata  that 
ought  to  make  his  ears  tingle — '*  What  will  the  public  think  of 
an  author  who  will  publish  statements  $0  void  of  trtUk ;  or  of  a 
cause  which  needs  9uch  support  V* 

My  friend  in  his  last  speech,  shows  infaUible  ngns  of  his  be- 
wilderment and  despair.  How  pitiable  to  behold  an  indiTidiial  des- 
ecrating respectable  abilities,  and  violating  the  prompting  of  a 
heart  naturally  good,  in  the  miserable  work  of  eudeavonng  by 
trickery,  by  deception,  by  misrepresenting  the  language  and  argu- 
ments of  bis  opponent,  to  build  up  a  doctrine  so  blasphc 


that  which  charges  God  with  inflicting  endless  a^nies  upon  bis  owa 
offspring.  He  feels  that  he  has  failed  to  sustain  the  affirmative  of 
this  question.  This  is  evident^  to  all  minds  of  the  least  diacera- 
ment.  Every  step  he  takes  indicates  it.  In  his  deKriam  be 
rushes  hither  and  thither  over  the  field  of  our^ntroveray,  eager- 
ly seeking  something  that  he  thinks  he  can  S^ely  catch  up  and 
turn  ilpon  me,  to  mdce  a  little  capital  in  behalf  of  his  bankrupt 
cause.  In  one  of  these  forays  he  runs  back  to  my  fourth  reply, 
delivered  two  days  since,  to  carp  upon  my  views  of  moral 
death.  He  says  I  declared  that  death  is  not  endless  because  it  is 
not  an  entity,  etc.  This  is  a  very  shallow  attempt  at  distortion  of 
my  language.  My  position  was  that  moral  death  is  not  endless, 
not  because,  it  is  not  an  entity,  etc.,  but  because  there  is  a  reemper* 
ative  power  in  the  soul  of  every  individual,  in  the  exercise  of 
which,  aided  by  divine  influences,  he  can  rally  from  the  domiaioa 
of  sin  and  overcome  it.  Moral  death  is  a  figurative  expression, 
indicating  not  an  entire  extinction  of  moral  capacities,  but  a  bon- 
dage to  sinful  propensities  and  influences.  The  death  of  the  body 
IS  not  the  annihilation  of  life.  A  germ  (the  soul)  remains  wbea 
the  body  dies,  and  that  germ  is  re-ciothed  with  another  body, 
which  St.  Paul  declares  shall  be  incorruptible,  powerful.  rk>rio«s 
and  spiritual.  St.  Paul  (1  Cor.  xv.  36,)  compares  the  death  of  the 
body  to  the  sowing  of  grain.  The  body  ot  die  kernel  diet,  but 
the  life  is  not  annihilated.  A  germ  survives  which  springs  op 
and"  yields  a  rich  and  abundant  harvest.  Another  reason  I  assign- 
ed why  moral  death  is  not  endless,  was  that  the  express  woik 
Christ  came  to  do,  was  to  save  all  men  from  the  dominion  of  moral 
death.  And  that  he  will  be  successful  in  this  work  is  evident 
from  the  repeated  declarations  of  the  Bible,  that  hs  shall  deetrvf 
death,  and  swallow  it  up  in  victory  1 
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In  reference  to  my  eonrtraction  c4  St.  ftwiWdetkmlioii— ^«  Yp» 
htrth  he  quickened  who  were  (kml\n  tresfMsses  and  sins"— my  op- 
ponent  inquires—"  Who  qaickened  these  seals  ?— was  it  death?-* 
was  it  the  element  of  moral  life  in  death  ?"  My  good  friend,  if 
you  had  studied  your  Bibie  As  faitbfatly  as  yon  have  your  oi«ed 
and  discipline,  you  would  not  he  left  to  ask  questions  so  stoptd.-^ 
The  passage  itself,  explains  who  quickens  the  siofnl  to  moral 
fife—"  You  hath  he  [God]  quickened,*'  etc.  The  Elder's  knowl- 
edge of  the  subject  n  so  limited,  that  he  dots  not  see  tkequeatioa 
is  not yho  quickens  the  wicked,  bat  tehat  is  quickened!  ti^ 
maintains  that  moral  death  is  an  entire  extinction,  a  totalannihtUr 
tion  of  all  moral  life  and  moral  capacity.  This  would  make  Su 
Paul  utter  the  most  arrant  nonsense.  He  says  God  quickened 
those  who  were  dead  in  sin.  To  quicken  any  thing,  pre-sapposet 
there  is  something  to  be  quickened.  What  ii  that  eometkmg  ia 
the  wicked  ?  What  can  it  be  but  the  element,  the  eeed  of  moral 
life,  which  the  Creator  had  originally  implanted  in  the  soal,  and 
which  no  death  in  sin  could  wholly  destroy ! !  Mr.  Holmes 
himself,  has  taken  positions  which  folly  support  my  view  of  this 
subject  He  has  said  he  does  not  beliere  men  are  now  totally  de- 
praved. If  thi«  is  true — if  deprarity  is  not  total  in  the  Ikuaan  heart 
— then  there  must  be  some  goodness  and  pureness  there,  though  dead 
In  sin.  What  is  that  goodness,  hot  an  element  of  moral  Jife  ia 
the  soul  1  The-£lder  thus  himself  orerthrowing  his  own  posiliMb 
another  word  is  not  necessary  on  this  point. 

The  gentleman  attempts  a  replr  to  my  thirteenth  Negalire  Ar- 
gument, that  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  dishonors  God, 
aiid  disgraces  Christ.  His  answer  affords  a  specimen  of  analytical 
reasoning,  which  should  entitle  him  to  a  Professorship  of  Logic 
in  the  Methodist  University.  Does  he  meet  my  argument  in  any 
respect  whatever  ?  Does  he  show  it  does  not  dishonor  God  to  in- 
sist that  he  formed  his  plans  of  man's  creation  so  unwisely,  so 
inperfectlv,  that  while  he  Desired,  Designed,  and  Willed  that 
all  men  should  become  holy  and  happy,  an  immense  propoition 
fall  into  endless  sin  and  misery  ?  Does  he  make  the  slightest  ef- 
fort to  show  that  it  is  not  casting  the  deepest  disgrace  on  the  char- 
acter of  Christ,  to  assert  that  notwithstanding,  ne  came  to  save 
the  world — notwithstanding  he  declared  in  the  most  emphatic 
manner,  he  would  draw  all  men  unto  him — yet  he  fails  in  this 
work,  and  millions  of  the  race  who  might  have  been  saved — who 
have  minds  that  could  be  enlightened  and  hearts  that  could 
be  touched,  under  a  wise  and  perfect  system  of  salvation— tall  in- 
to irretrievable  ruin  ?  Does  he  deny  that  this  doctrine  charges  the 
Hedeemer  with  making  fal^e  pr^fence^,  and  uttering  declarations  in 
regard  to  the  number  he  came  to  save,  which  have  not  proved 
true  ?  No ;  he  makes  no  attempt  of  this  description.  How  doas 
be  meet  my  arguments  on  these  pointe  .'  Why  he  turns  round  Juid 
32* 
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tads  fsvlt  wi^  UDtftnaltflm,  aad  falls  to  work  nwrepremmimg  h, 
in  the  most  reckless  maoser.  Bat  I  wish  the  oublic  toundeisteJi^ 
that  all  the  false  charges  he  briags  against  UaiyersalisiD  do  ooc 
meet  my  argnmeiit— 4o  not  disprove  the  fact  that  endless  paoisli- 
ment  dishonors  God,  and  disgraces  Christ.  Failing  in  tKis,  h* 
thus  gires  another  argament  into  mj  hands,  rirtually  acknowi- 
odffing  that  he  cannot  weaken  it 

Mr.  Holmes*  answer  to  my  ^ef>enik  NegatiTe  Argument,  is  of  a 
similar  nature  to  that  just  noticed.    I  asserted  that  his  doctrina 
rirtnally  charges  God  with  voluntarily  and  fuedlesdy^  perpetoad* 
ing  forerer,  sin  and  misery,  which  are  in  opposition  to  his  own 
nature  and  the  welfare  of  his  creatnres.    My  friend  does  not  at- 
tempt to  show  that  this  position  is  not  strictly  true — does  nol 
eren  deny  its  truth.    He,  in  effect,  admits  all  I  say  on  this  aabject, 
and  allows  my  premises  to  be  sound,  and  my  conclusions  just. — 
But  to  turn  off  the  efiect  of  my  argument,  and  draw  away  altea- 
tion  from  it,  he  commences  expatiating  on  the  vrmnt  exieteace 
of  sin — a  point  which  he  well  knows,  has  formed  a  theme  of  dif* 
ference  and  discussion  in  his  own  eyan^elical  ranks,  for  ages  past 
The  gist  and  point  of  his  argument  is  this — ^Because  it  always  has 
been  a  difficult  question  to  determine  why  God  should  allow  sin 
and  misery  to  enter  the  world,  therefore  it  is  not  true  that  be  mol* 
nntarily  and  needlessly  perpetuates  forever  that  which  is  in  oppo- 
sition to  his  own  nature  and  the  good  of  his  creatures !    This  is 
mnother  specimen  of  ray  friend*s  logic ! !    He  says  it  is  a  greater 
wonder  that  the  Deity  allows  sin  to  exist  at  all.    That   m — it 
B  a  greater  wonder  that  God  should  allow  his  creatures  to  be  s«b- 
HSt  to  the  frailties  and  imperfections  of  the  flesh  for  a  little  sea- 
m,  that  the  experienr^  they  thus  obtain  may  enlighten,  strength- 
1  and  benefit  them — ^than  that  he  should  perpetuate  sin  FORfiV- 
A,  when  it  can  do  no  good  to  a  living  being  tliroughout  the  oai- 
erse ! !    His  rule  of  measuring  wonders,  must  be  of  a  marrel- 
pUs  description. 

The  manner  in  which  my  opponent  meets  my  ei^eenth  Nesa- 
tiye  Argument^that  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment  ^. 
atroys  the  peace  of  those  who  believe  it,  and  strive  to  realize  it 
—is  similar  to  his  course  on  so  many  of  my  other  ailments.  Ib> 
stead  of  meeting  and  combatting  the  fact  which  I  established,  he 
atrives  to  turn  its  point,  by  facing  the  other  way  and  calling  upon 
the  people  to  hear  him  misrepresent  the  views  of  UniversaSsts, — 
He  does  not  deny  that  his  doctrine  destroys  the  peace  of  its  sin- 
cere believers,  that  it  sean  the  heart  like  red-hot  lava — that  it 
bums  up  every  green  thing  in  the  soul,  and  leaves  it  n  bUckeoed 
desolate  rej^oo,  full  of  the  moat  terrible  forbodings.  But  he  in- 
sists that  It  produces  this  effect  only  on  believers  in  eUoioH  and 
mnd  reprobation.  How  his  CalvinisUc  brother  evangelicals  will 
relish  the  attempt  to  cast  this  odium  on  their  peculiar  aentimcnt,  I 
know  not    It  is  imnutterial  in  ¥rhat  particular  pkcaii  those  peo- 
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Ce  viewed  the  doetrine  who  were  distressed  by  H — ^whether  they 
'iiered  men  were  to  be  endlessly  tormented  on  the  principles  of 
"  Reprobation,"  or  of  **  Free  Grace."  It  was  the  doctrine  itself, 
(and  not  the  principle  on  which  they  supposed  it  would  be  inflict- 
ed,) that  crushed  their  hearts  into  despair,  and  made  'Mife  itself  a 
cruel  bitter."  I  eovld  introduce  the  cases  of  many  Methodists 
and  Baptists,  as  well  as  Presbyterians,  whose  peace  of  mind  had 
been  destroyed  by  this  heathen  invention — showing;  that  the  doc* 
trine  in  any  form  destroys  the  happiness  of  those  who  sincere  - 
ly  beliere  it.  My  friend  Holmes  is  either  distressed  by  this  doc- 
trine, or  he  is  not.  If  he  is,  it  proves  the  truth  of  ail  I  have  said 
in  regard  to  its  wretched  influences.  If  he  is  not,  then  his  heart 
is  harder  and  more  insensible  than  a  stone,  or  he  does  not  believe 
the  sentiment  for  which  he  is  so  stoutly  contending.  The  latter 
suggestion  I  have  no  douht  comes  nearer  the  truth  than  the  form- 
er. The  £lJer  speaks  of  finding  *'  consolation  in  believing  that 
sin  exists  as  the  result  of  voluntary  tran^ression.'^  The  idea 
of  being  consoled  in  view  of  the  endless  woe  of  our  neighbors, 
and  perhaps  our  families,  by  believing  sin  is  voluntary,  is  certain- 
ly an  original  conception. 

Mr.  Holmes  says  Cicero  was  an  Infidel.  He  was  no  more  an 
infidel  than  all  other  heathen.  If  he  was,  it  would  not  militate 
against  the  fact  which  he  asserts — with  the  best  means  of  inform- 
miion  on  the  subject,  that  the  doctrine  of  infernal  punishment, 
was  invented  by  the  ancient  heathen !  The  Elder  strives  to  make 
a  distinction  between  the  doctrine  of  **  infernal  punishment,"  and 
what  is  generally  termed  endless  punishment.  But  this  is  too 
small  a  gimblet-hole  for  him  to  creep  through.  By  **  infernal  pun- 
ishment" the  heathen  meant  the  same  thing  as  the  modern  ortho- 
dox by  endless  punishment,  viz :  pains  and  tortures  inflicted  in 
wanton  cruelty  and  retaliation,  without  designing  to  benefit  him 
who  sufiers  it,  or  any  other  being  in  the  universe  ! 

In  his  melancholy  wanderings  in  search  of  something  that  will 
avail  htm  in  this  hour  of  his  need,  the  Elder  has  run  against  the 
remarks  I  made  several  days  since,  upon  the  Savior's  language  in 
John  V.  28,  29 — "  Marvel  not  at  this,"  etc.  My  exposition  of 
this  passage  afibrds  him  much  trouble.  It  is  so  evident  that  in  ver- 
ses 28  and  29,  the  Redeemer  is  speaking  of  the  same  moral  or  epirit' 
ual  resurrection,  which  all  commentators  admit  was  his  theme  in 
verses  24  and  25,  that  he  feels  he  must  make  an  effort  to  mistily 
this  fact,  to  prevent  its  being  adopted  generally.  But  his  attempt 
has  proved  abortive.  He  cannot  convince  any  sound,  well  bal- 
anced  mind,  that  the  Savior  would  at  one  moment  speak  of  a 
spiritual  resurrection,  which  was  then  taking  place,  and  the  next 
moment,  without  any  intimation  of  a  change  of  subject,  com- 
mence talking  of  a  literal  resurrection,  which  was  not  to  take 
place  until  thousands  of  years  shall  have  elapsed.  His  attempt 
at  ridicule,  is  simply  childish  and  silly  in  the  extreme.    The  soil 
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oa  vlileh  tfneb  wit  grow«,  muet  beelMlJow  and  fttenie  imicedw 
The  Elder  believea  Chripl  is  speaking  of  a  spiritnai  or  fignralftTe  n 
urection  in  verse  25.  Why  does  he  not  paraphisse  that  iao^age, 
as  follows? — Verily  I  say  unto  you  (J&guimtively.)  The  (ti^ofm- 
tive)  hour  is  (figuratively)  coming,  aivJ  how  is,  ^fi^rativeJj,) 
when  the  (figurative)  dead  shall  (figuialively)  bear  the  voice  oi 
the  Son  of  God,  and  they  that  (figuratively)  hear,  shall  <figitfa> 
tively)  live."  He  could  with  the  same  j^opriety,  ridicule  thm 
words  of  Christ,  in  this  manner,  as  he  has  my  language.  Amd 
this  is  as  fair  a  representation  of  Elder  Holmes*  views  of  TerM  29^ 
as  his  is  of  mine  respecting  verses  28  and  29. 

Mr.  Holmes  quotes  with  much  triumph,  the  dedaratioDe  of 
Yidler,  Huntington  and  some  other  Universalists,  iu  reeard  to 
aionion.  But  it  should  be  understood  that  Rclley,  M«raay,  v  kiier» 
Hartley  and  Huntington,  were  Trinitarian  and  Calvinistie  Univei- 
salists.  Some  of  them  ielt  compelled  by  their  ]»eculiar  calvinis- 
tic  notions,  to  eive  those  constructions  to  aionion  which  they 
would  not,  had  they  possessed  a  better  understanding  of  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word,  and  entertained  the  clear  and  coasisteiii  viewv 
of  Universal  Salvation  which  now  so  genecally  prevail. 

My  opponent  says  that  *^  Rev.  John  Foster,  (the  eminent  Bap- 
tist tJniverealist,)  had  too  much  sense  to  adopt  any  of  the  nsoaJ 
expedients  resorted  to,  to  explain  oioa^  the  meaning  of  aioo  aad 
aionioa/'     He  evidently  means  to  have  the  public  believe  that 
"^oster  did  not  take  those  views  of  aionion  which  prevail  among 
ve  Uaiversalists  generally.     How   am  I   to   onderatand    this?. 
'i)l  my  friend  compel  me  to  believe  he  is  dishonest — that  he  is 
'iberately  intending   to  deceive  the  public?      How  eouid   be 
,ke   such  a  statement  after  hearing  me  read  the  following  iaa* 
age  from  the  pen  of  Foster*  ? — *'  The  terms  everlasting,  eteraal, 
ever,  original  or  translated,  are  often  employed  in  the  Bible,  as 
;1I  as  other  writings,  under  great  and  various  limitations  of  im- 
^rt,  and  are  thus  withdrawn  from  the  predicament  ol  nece^^a* 
ly  and  absolutely  meaning  a  strictly  tiuiless  duration.     The  lim- 
ation  is  often,  indeed,  plainly  marked  by  the  nature  of  the  sub- 
let.    In  other  instances  the  words  are  used  with  a  figurative  fa> 
dejiniti  icss  which  leaves  the  limitation  to  be  made  by  some  gen- 
eral rule  of  reason  and  propori  ion.     •     •     •    «     1  therefore  coa* 
elude  that  a  limited  interpretation  is  authorized." 

For  Elder  Holmes  to  quote  Dr.  Clarke,  or  any  other  falsely 
styled  orthodox  commentator,  to  substantiate  his  positions,  is 
simply  ridiculous.  It  would  be  equally  proper  for  one  to  intro- 
duce the  opinions  of  the  many  eminent  Universalist  writers  ajid 
scholars,  whom  I  midit  call  to  my  aid,  were  it  necessary.  As  to 
the  assertion  of  Dr.  Clarke  that  he  never  saw,  any  thing  in  favor 
of  Universal  Salvation  worthy  of  notice^  the  probabuity  is  he 
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g  ncrrer  new-  nmeh  on  tbe  eoijeet^t  mnj  time;  and  what  M  fall 
I  ttndtr  his^  notice,  was  probably  a  defenee  of  UniTeraalism  on  Cal* 
g  Tn»8lic  groondfl.  That  he  was  ignorant  of  the  Tiews  and  arga- 
^  meats  of  Untrersaitsts,  is  evidentfnora  the  foct  that  he. supposes 
f  the  **  life  eternal,"  mentioned  in  Matt.  xxv.  46,  is  understood  by 
p  us  to  refer  exelnnvety  to  a  state  of  endless  glory  and  happiaesi 
^       in  another  state  of  exisfenee. 

,  I  desire  to  call  attention  to  the  closing  language  of    Mr. 

HoioMsf  eitventh  Bpeeeh.*  It  is  as  perfect  a  specimen  of  mtsrep* 
^  resentation  and  falsehood,  as  t^  annals  of  controrersy  can  well 
fttrntsh.  If  this  is  a  saropie  of  svanokucal  honor  and  kcmesty 
^  »— if  this  is  the  infiuence  whicfe  orthodoxy  exerts  on  its  believers 
and  preachers — if  such  a  reckless  disposition  to  ^/tealsige  and 
resfieetable  denomit>alion  of  christians  exista  under  the  garb  of 
oiety  and  godliness,  and  in  thelieartsof  tfaoi^  who  ;;r(/ffs»io  have 
Men  born  again,  and  to  beao  much  better  than  their  neighbors  as 
to  deserre  heaven,  while  they  sink  to  hell — I  do  not  wonder  sucti 
ttmltitndes  have  of  late  years,  left  evangeiism  in  disgost,  and  de» 
elared  that  rottenness  and  corruption  festered  tbcoughout  its  bor* 
ders.  There  is  not  a  word  in  the  language  to  which  I  refer,  which  is 
jiot  so  framed  as  to  misrepresent  the  real  sentiments  of  Universal* 
•  ists,  or  utter  that  which  is  positively  untrue  respecting  them.-* 
8ach  declarations  as  that  Unlversaitsts  ^  assert  that  there  is  n« 
need  of  salvation  in  the  life  to  ceme^— that  Mr.  Austin  ^'^doaH 
believe  the  advent  of  Christ  neeeswr^  to  the  salvation  of  any  man, 
or  that  a  single  individtiai  is  more  sure  of  heaven  than  he  would 
ba^e  been  if  Christ  had  never  existed^' — are  unqualifiedly  fake  ,* 
and  Mr.  Holm^  mast  have  known  it,  when  he  made  them.  We 
Relieve  Christ  will  save  every  human  being  from  sin  and  death.-*- 
Yet  roy  opponent  insists  tlwit  according  to  Universalism  •*  Christ 
is  in  ne- sense  a  Savior  of  aH  men."  We  believe  that  Christ  is  the 
Hon  of  Grod  and  the  Savior  of  the  world— that  next  to  Deity,  he 
ia  the  most  exalted,  powerful,  glorious  and  worthy  being  in  the 
universe —that  he  is  a  perfect  Savior— a  successful,  triumphant 
Savior — that  be  accomplishes  all  his  Father  gave  him  to  do — fia- 
iahes  his  work— ^nd  reconciles  a  lapsed  worid  to  God.  Mr. 
Holmes  is  aware  of  all  this;  yet  with  unblushing  effrontry  he 
charges  us  with  wfideiity,  and  insists  that  we  degrade  the  Re- 
deeicier  and  rob  him  of  his  titles  and  works !  I  ask  a  candid  pub- 
lic if  such  declarations  as  these  do  not  indicate  perfect  despeiar 
tion? 

In  his  ninth  speech  [p.  651]  Mr.  Holmes  says  ^*  there  is  much 
secret  infidelity  in  the  land."  This  is  undoubtedly  true.  Thisse^ 
cret  infidelity,  is  to  be  found  almost  wholly  in  orthodox  congrega^- 
ttoas.  They  abound  with  skeptics— made  so  by  the  absuni  and 
unscriptuiml  dogmas  which  are  preached  to  them,  under  the  name 
d£  ChristiaBity.    He  says  also,  that  **  a  numerous  class  of  those 

*Let  the  rtader  torn  to  page  741,  and  peruM  it. 


y  Google 


ezMlM  fran  ottbo^ox  drardies*  mreived  by  thiiy  4 

fimtks,  fad  fratenMd  fektions  ui  ^  Uohrenftlist  oftter."     Thi 


UniTemliflts  are  eoulantly  recvmng  great  accesoioos  in  ever? 
part  of  tbe  laad,  froa  the  bcft,  parest^  nebleat  maiids*  in  ortkodH 
dmrches,  who  leave  theai  because  they  can  no  longer  endvre  the 
false  and  ridieolona  dectrinea  lo  which  they  moat  liates,  is  aa- 
doobtedly  trne.  I  set  it  down,  as  a  cfadit  mark  to  ay  iraiad,  thiC 
he  acknowledgea  it.  But  as  to  that  other  class  of  offtkodox 
charrh  members  to  whom  he  Elder  attribatea  ^*  christiaa  irM«riar- 
ity,**  the  pnblie  know  better  than  to  look  for  them  waoni^  Daivar- 
aalists.  A  rery  brge  depotation  from  them,  including  priesis,  e^ 
dera,  deaeonSf  may  be  found  pathotically  at  work  in  our  ptiaeat 
for  the  pablic  good ! 

Among  the  scriptare  qnotations  introduced  by  Mr.  HoIbbs  ia 
his  Utmtk  speech  aras  the  parable  of  the  Sheep  and  thte  Gosta^— 
(Aiatt.  XT.  31-46.)    He  gives  no  origiaal  views  on  this  portios  ei 
the  diviae  word--he  aeeks  to  shed  no  new  lifi^t  as  to  its  iaipeit 
and  the  intent  of  the  Savior  in  uttering  it.    Eithsr  hia  own  mini 
is  shut  up  in  darkness  and  ignorance  in  relation  to  o»e  of  the 
most  instmctire  lessons  in  the  New  Testament,  or  he  is  afraid  is 
give  the  people  the  benefit  of  the  advanced  knowledge*  which  it 
would  seem  must,  ere  this,  have  forced  its  way  even  throii^ 
mountain  prejudices,  into  his  understanding.  -  £ie  this  as  it  maj, 
despite  the  light  that  has  been  thrown  upon  eeriptnra  phrnaaoiw, 
and  the  use  of  questionable  words  in  the  original  Inagiiagtai  1^ 
eminent  scholars  and  critics  of  his  own  school  of  theology,  he 
plods  alon^  in  the  old  track  that  has  been  pursued  on  this  pacaUt 
for  centuries  past    He  absolutely  striTes  to  satisfy  this  nsdicnrs 
that  thef  ought  to  be  no  more  intelligent  than  to  take  precisely  the 
same  low  and  gross  views  of  the  parable  of  the  Sheep  and  Goals,  thsl 
was  entertaindi  in  the  most  ignorant  periods  of  the  Dark  Ages»  whca 
Christianity  was  overwhelmed  with  heathen  errors — wheii«  with 
the  rarest  exceptions,  neither  priests  nor  people  could  reader 
write,  and  when  they  professed  scarcely  a  glimpse  of  the  fint 
principles  of  Christ* s  religion.    His  attempts,  however,  to  chaia 
the  public  mind  to  the  dark  and  wretched  errors  of  past  ages,  mart 
prove  abortive  in  this,  as  in  other  cases  where  he  has  nnde  a 
similar  effort    I  am  confident  this  audience  and  the  coaunaaity  ia 
general,  will  not  be  content  to  bow  down  continaally  to  past  er* 
rors,  and  like  galley  slaves,  permit  themselves  to  be  hooad  ts  la* 
ligious  sentiments  totally  unworthy  an  enli^tened  people,  ia  aa 
enlightened  day.    They  will  summon  sufficient  couraga  and  inde- 
pendence to  SMk  for  higher  and  more  consistent  riewa  of  Chiis- 
tianlty  and  its  objects,  than  those  to  which  they  may  herelofocf 
lufortunately  have  given  assent    I  respectfully  inrite  this  dtm 
to  accompany  me  in  a  brief  examination  of  this  Parable,  which 
ahall  at  least,  have  the  merit  of  not  depending  upon  ig 
prejudice  for  its  support . 
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1.  Wbstwas  tiM  prtBcipk  on  whiek  the  rtiMrdb  and  pmnM* 
menu  meatioaed  in  this  parable,  were  administPTcd  f  Elder 
Holcnee  has  sUreauoaBljr  Dmntatiied  througboat  this  delmte,  th  at 
it  ia  a  man's  faith — hw  belief  or  disbelief  of  certain  doctrina^^ 
that  decides  his  everlastiag  destiny.  It  is  on  this  groand  that  he 
has  so  frequently  inade  ths  ealigbtenad  attempt  to  frighten  Uni- 
Tersaiista  from  their  sentiments,  a  process  so  convincing  to  all 
veil  informed  minds,  that  he  will»  andonbtedly,  renew  it  in  his 
cUMiag  speech.  But  it  will  be  seen  that  faith — the  belief  of  any 
particular  doctrines,  had  not  the  slightest  connection  with  the  re- 
wards or  pnnisfaments  to  which  the  parable  alludes.  The  king 
does  not  say  to  those  on  the  right  hand — **  Come  ye  blessed,"  etc 
because  ye  believed  in  the  Trtnity,  or  the  Atonement,  or  Endless 
Psnishiaent,  or  joined  the  churches  of  the  Methodists,  Baptists, 
or  any  ol  those  sects  who  have  given  to  themselves  the  name 
of  Evangelical.  Nor  does  he  say  to  those  on  the  left  hand,  **  De- 
part ye  cursed,"  because  ye  rejected  those  doctrines  and  believed 
ta  Universal  Salvation.  It  is  plain  that  both  rewards  and  punish- 
otents  were  administered  solely  on  the  ground  of  moral  desert.  It 
was  those  who  had  administered  to  the  wants  of  the  hungry,  the 
thirsty,  the  stranger,  the  imprisoned,  and  those  who  negiected  these 
good  works,  that  were  rewarded  and  punished.  Hence  the  most 
confirmed  Universalist,  who  discharged  these  claims  of  benevo- 
lence, would  be  received  on  the  right  hand — while  the  rankest  or- 
thodox church-member,  preacher,  elder,  or  bishop,  who  had  mg* 
Ueted  the^e  charitable  duties,  would  unceremoniously  be  placed 
on  the  left  hand  f!  H  this  parable  is  to  take  place  in  the  future 
world,  and  decide  the  destinies  of  man,  a  rery  different  division 
will  be  seen  from  that  which  our  friends  on  the  other  side,  are  an- 
ticipating !  I  am  constrained  to  say,  there  are  multitudes  of  them 
for  whose  chance,  under  such  circumstances,  I  would  not  give  a 
eiraw/ 

2.  To  what  event  did  the  Savior  allude,  in  uttering  this  parable  f 
My  opponent  would  have  you  believe  that  Christ  referred  to  a 
Day  of  Judgment,  in  the  future  world,  which  will  take  place  at 
the  general  Resurrection.  He  makes  no  attempt  to  prove  this,  in 
any  manner  whatever,  but  supposes  the  community  is  so  unen- 
lightened, and  so  wedded  by  prejudice  to  the  errors  of  the  past, 
that  they  will  take  this  for  oaAMTBD  without  any  evidence//  In 
this,  however,  he  is  mistaken.  The  people  will  examine  for 
themselves,  on  this  point }  and  they  will  discover  that  the  evidence 
is  all  against  these  suppositions.  The  passage  says  nothing  in 
regard  to  judging — or  to  a  Day  of  Judgment.  It  does  not  say 
that  the  events  described  will  take  place  in  the  next  world — nor 
that  men  go  to  another  existence  to  assemble  before  Christ.  But 
it  declares  that  the  Son  of  Man,  comes  into  this  teorid,  to  adminis- 
ter the  rewards  and  punishments  described — **  When  the  Son  ol 
man  shall  COME  in  his  glory,"  etc.    Neither  is  theia  the  slightest 
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aHiHion  to  A  Rmtrrection  Ady,  tfr  fb«  ttliiiig  of  tilt  d«*4  In  aur 
form.  Tire  BiMe  dMcrlbM  the  rmmrredhn  «s  takitii^  plae«  at  ■ 
diflrereitt  time,  an«l  tinder  circamstances  rery  ^tssimilftr  5»--(Sm 
1  Cof.  XT.) 

T6  ascertaf a  tbe  nature  <^f  the  erent  whith  €hrist  dpgei!fc<s  la 
this  parable,  we  mast  ond^rstand  the  ofrcoteflfanees  under  wliM 
it  vf%a,  spoken.     By  conmiking  the  comifiencenient  of  tiM  t4A 
chapter  of  Mat^w>  we  learn  that  i«sa»  had  be«o  fcvi«teitfn|r  ^ 
his  disciples  the  utter  overthrow  of  the  Temple  at  Seromkem. 
which,  of  course,  would  abrogate  the  Jewish  prieetboody  aad  i«> 
Kgion!     This  prediction  greatly  sufprieed  his  tft«cipl«»,  snd  tWf 
came  to  him  privateir,  to  inquire'  farther  into  this  deetrvctioa  thit 
threatened  the  belove^i  temple  and  city  of  the  **  ehoeea  pco^** 
— *^  And  as  he  sot  upon  the  Mount  of  Olives,  the  dtseipleapMM 
to  him  prirately,  saying^,  Tell  us,  when  shall  these  thiayrs  he?— 
And  what  shall  be  the  sign  of  thy  coming,  and  of  the  ebd  of  tht 
world  r*  [otondf.l — (Matt.  xx\r.  3.)     It  wili  be  seen  tJle  m^vicy 
was  not,  when  a  day  of  judgment  ehouM  arrlTe,  tsOf  when  aes 
should  go  to  another  world  to  be  judged,  nor  when  tbe  lesniBO^ 
tion  should  take  place.     But  it  was  simply  what  sbovtd  he  tht 
sign   of  his  coming,  and  of  the  end  of  tbe  worid,  or   am- 
08.     The  end    of  the   aionos,   cannot  signify   the  end    of  oir 
physical  world  or  earth.    The  Greek  word  for  thie  world  or  earth 
is  •*  kosmos."— Thus  in  Malt.  xiii.  88,  the  ^rior  8ey»^*»XhB 
field  is  tbe  world,*'  [kosmoil    This  word  monoc,  Eld^  HoUub 
strenuously  maintains  signities  «vffr/a«fm^  e/umfien^     B«t  it  cm* 
not  have  that  sense  ia  th<s  passage.     H  it  has,  then  tbe  iBqenyoi 
the  disciples  would  have  been — *'  What  shall  be  tbe  sign  of  Ay 
coming,  and  of  the  END  of  everhsiifig  durt^mn  r*     To  eef  pcM 
they  could  make  imeh  an  inqun*y  is  to  charge  them  ^^iih  neat  M- 
ly.     I  have  shown  that  aiorwSi  andHke  wordr^  arercry  etten  ossd 
in  the  Bible  to  signify  limited  time — a  period  that  comet  to  em  emil 
It  is  self-evident  that  aionoe,  has  sneh  significatioa,  is  tbe  paas^ 
under  consideration.    Eridently  its  meaning  is  an  dge,  or  rfiyi'mi 
ihn,    Tbe  question  was,  whiat  shall  be  the  sign  of  tby  coaoa^ 
and  the  end  of  the  age,  or  the  Jewish  dispensatioii.     None  bet 
a  very  ignorant  man  will  deny  this.     If  my  friend  denies  it,  either 
ponttvety  or  tirtualiy,  he  will  give  a  specimen  of  his  kMkowkeift 
of  the  scriptures,  which  will  require  no  comment  at  my  band.— 
Dr.  Adam  CUrke  renders  the  question  as  followe  : — **  Wbat  sinM 
be  the  sign  of  thy  coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the  worbU-4D»««a* 
w,  or  of  the  age,  v\t:  the  Jewish  economy.'*    Here  Dr.  Ckrfct 
was  compelled  to  acknowledge  thitt  the  question  of  tbe  disciplsi 
had  especial  reference  to  the  Jewish  *  economy,'  or  age.     Ueneeit 
could  not  refer  to  any  thing  connected  with  a  future  worbL    A^ 
though  Dr.  C.  was  aaxioos  to  press  the  whole  subject  iaia  ibi 
support  of  his  favorite  doctrine  of  a  future  judgment  day,  yai  hii 
eefMciincteoastrained  bim  to  make  the  foUawingadmiiiHiofct  *^te 
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there  are  eome — [i.  e.  eome  able  orthodox  eoMAentflfore]  who 
maintain-  that  these  are  but  three  partA  of  the  same  question ;  and 
that  oor  Lord's  ansvrers  only  refer  to  the  destruction  of  the  Jew- 
ish state,  and  that  nothing  is  spoken  here  concerning  the  hut  or 
judgrnunt  day.**  It  is  evident  from  these  considerations,  that  the 
disciples  inquired  of  the  Savior  what  would  be  the  sign  of  his 
coming  to  bring  the  Jewish  age  or  dispensation  to  a  close,  and  set 
up  his  Mediatorial  kingdom  on  earth. 

8.  The  time  for  the  fnlfiUnent  of  this  parable.  This  was  the 
point  on  which  the  apostles  were  anxious  to  obtain  information. 
The  Redeemer  proceeds  to  point  out  to  them  many  **  signs,"  which 
should  indicate  the  speedy  arrival  of  the  time  of  his  coming.  At 
the^  32d  verse,  he  nnaUy  gives  them  a  clear  and  poeitire  data  of 
the'  time — as  follows : — **  Now  learn  the  parable  of  tbe  fig-tree. — 
When  his  branch  is  yet  tender  and  putteth  forth  leaves,  ye  know 
that  summer  is  nigh.  So  likewise  ye,  [ye  dinciples  to  whom  I 
apeak]  when  ve  shall  see  all  these  things,  know  that  it  is  NEAR, 
even  at  the  door.  Verily,  I  say  unto  you,  THIS  GENERATION 
ahall  not  pass,  till  all  these  tlungs  be  fulfilled  f  r  This  declaration 
is  the  Key  which  unlocks  to  our  understanding,  with  the  utmost  clear- 
ness and  precision,  the  time,  the  date,  of  all  these  proceedings. — 
Every  thing  ol  which  he  had  previously  been  speaking — every- 
thing he  proceeded  to  utter  in  that  discourse,  including  the  para- 
ble of  the  Sheep  and  Goats,  was  to  take  place  during  that  genet' 
Qtianl!  There  is  no  other  time  mentioned — no  individual  is  au- 
thorized to  fix  any  other  time.  And  he  who  coolly  turns  his  back 
on  this  declaration,  and  asserts  the  events  described  in  these  two 
chapters,  have  not  even  yet  transpired,  and  will  not,  for  no  one 
knows  how  many  hundred  or  thousand  years  hence,  deliberately 
CONTRADICTS  his  Savior ! 

4.  Let  us  now  consider  briefly  those  parts  of  the  phraseology  of 
this  parable,  on  which  great  dependence  is  placed  as  afibiding 
proof  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  Punishment. 

**  Depart  from  me,  ye  cursed,  into  everlasting  fire,  [pur  to  alon- 
ion]  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels.**— [diabolo  kai  tois  ag- 
gelois — your  adversary  and  his  messengers.]  The  Rule  for  under- 
standing the  meaning  of  aionion  and  like  words,  should  not  be 
forgotten.*  Is  there  anything  in  tbe  nature  of  fire^  that  makes  it 
necessarily  endless?  If  there  is,  then  aionion  connected  with  it, 
would  have  that  signification.  But  it  is  well  known  that  fire  ia 
one  of  the  most  ^fJAemeni/ elements  in  existence.  It  depends  on 
the  fuel  by  which  it  is  fed,  and  when  that  ia  exhausted,  it  neces- 
sarily expires.  Hence  the  fact  that  aionion  is  attached  to  that 
word  can  no  more  make  it  have  a  meaning  of  endless  duration, 
than  its  being  applied  to  the  Leviticat  prietthood,  or  the  servitude 
of  the  Jewish  slaves,  nude  them  of  endless  duration.    The  only 
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me^oing  that  can  correctly  be  attached  to  the  worda  aJ#«ioB  ^os,  « 
a>ti{«  that  burns  for  an  iudtfinUe  period  of  time.  Or  aa  Biah)0|) 
Lowth.saya — *^Foi  a  certain  period,  known  only  to  the  infinite 
wiaJpni  of  God.'*  Thi&aiooioo  Are,  is  a  figurative  exfHressioo.de* 
noting  the .  Jong  and  severe  puiuahmema  which  God  wcmiU  bkxig 
u^Kin  his  rebellious  people,  the  Jews. 

5.  "  These  shall  goaw^ay  into  everlasting  puniahmerir' — £koia^ 
sin  aionion.]  Is  there  anythii^  in  the  nature  of  paniakm^nt, 
which  makes  it  necessarily  tndiess  in  dniation?  Thia,  my  friend 
will  not  claini.  It  is  simply  an  infliction  of  pain,  dependiog  for 
its  duration,  wholly  upon  the  power  and  will  of  the  heiog  who 
administers  it.  God's  puniai»nents  are  frequently  described  in  the 
scriptures  as  coming  to  an  <n(f.— *'  Comfort  ye,  comfort  ye,  my 
people,  saith  your  GoJ.  Speak  ye  comfortably  to  Jeru^aJecn,  abd 
cry  4}ato  her,  that  h?r  warfare  is  atcompliskeJ,  that  her  iniquity  is 
mrdontd :  for  she  uath  receive  I  at  the  Lord's  hand,  doMt  fcur  all 
her  sins." — (fsa,  xl.  1.  2.)  *•  The  punishment  of  thine  iniquity  is 
ACCOMPLISHED.  0  daughter  of  Zion."-~(Um.  iv.  22.)  How 
can  punishment  be  endless  in  its  nature^  when  it  is  r4formcUor^ 
as  I  have  shown  in  abumlance  of  instances.  Moreover,  it  can* 
not  be  endless,  because  God  has  positively  declared  he  will  aoi 
cast  oJOr,  nor  contend  [punish]  forever!! — (See  Isa.  Ivii.  16,  and 
Lam.  iii.  31.)  Punishment  being  in  its  nature  temporary  and  re- 
formatory,  the  application  of  aionion,  adds  to  it  no  signification  of 
endlessness.  It  shows  it  to  be  a  loBg  punishment,  but  not  ua- 
ending* 

That  the  Savior  did  not  intend  to  inculcate  the  doctrine  of  a«d- 
•ess  punishment,  in  this  phrase,  is  proved  moreover,, by  the  oti*- 
nal  Greek  word  he  used  for  punUknunt,  It  is  **  kolasui.''  T^a 
word  signifies  a  reformalory  chastisement,  instituted  for  the  ben- 
efit, the  restoration  of  those  who  endure  it.  Hedricua  gives  the 
Latin  definition  of  kolusia  as  follows : — ^^  Jmputatio  arhorum  lux* 
vrantium^'^'i,  e.,  the  trimming  of  the  luxuriant  branckea  of  a 
tree  or  vine,  to  improve  it,  and  make  it  fruitful.  The  learned 
Grotius  says—**  The  kind  of  punishment  which  tends  to  tha 
IMPnOVEMEiVT  of  the  criminal,  is  what  the  [Greek]  philoeo- 
phers  called,  among  other  things,  kolam,  orchaatisement.^'  Wyt* 
tenhock,  in  asserting  that  one  of  the  objects  of  God  in  tha  inflic- 
tion of  sufferings,  is  the  eorreUion  of  the  offender  in  order  to  hia 
future  amendment  adds,  "the  Greeks  frequently  gave  to  svch 
sufferings  the  name  of  kolwtit:'  Philo.  the  Egyptian  Jew,  of 
whom  Ihave  already  spoken,  who  lived  in  the  days  of  Chri«„ 
uses  the  same  words  aionios  hdam,  that  Christ  applied  to  poiw 
i^raent.  Did  he  understand  them  as  meaning  a  puniabmeot 
which  IS  strictly  enMeis  7  Not  by  any  means.  He  used  thoM 
words  to  describe  the  injury  with  which  an  offended  naighhor 
will  pursue  us,  if  we  incur  his  haticd.— (iVagiaen/a,  Tom,  w.  p. 
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bi  v'mw  oi  tbe  twitmoiiiac  I  kaveofiertd  cm  this  fiib/eet,  I  fee4 
nutborued  to  insist  the  sigoiAcation  of  the  phrase  uixier  consid* 
eratioD,  is  thia — ^^  These  shall  go  away  into  agt^a^ing  chaatise* 
menl/*  If  the  same  word  awno%  signifies  **^age,'*  in  Matt.  rxiv. 
3,  as  Or.  Clarice  allows,  it  is  evidently  a  correct  principle  to  give 
it  the  meaning  ol  ajri*la$ling^  in  the  verse  which  has  just  claim- 
ed our  atteation.  But  it  is  saiil  the  same  word  aionion  is  applied 
to  the  happiaess  of  the  righteous  who  were  recetred  on  the  riffht 
handf  as  to  the  punishmeat  of  the  wicked.  This  is  acknowledg- 
ed.  But  1  have  heretofore  shown  that  the  phrase  **  life  eternal/' . 
or  ^^  eternal  life,"  [aionion  zoen]  has  no  reference  to  the  duration 
of  happiness  in  another  world.  These  words  eMgnify  the  present 
possession  and  enjoyment  of  a  knowledge  of  God,  and  of  Jesus 
Christ.*  A  writer  in  the  Christian  Examiner,  maintains  that 
Qionion  zoen  si^i^es  a  spiritual  life — a  life  in  the  soul,  the  en*' 
ioyment  of  which  is  unknowa  to  the -world  at  large  1  As  to  the 
happiness  of  men  in  an  immortal  state  of  existence,  that  does 
not  depend  on  the  interpretation  of  any  word,  but  solely  on  the 
goodness  and  mercy  of  God. 

Mkaning  of  the  Parable  of  the  Sbecp  and  Goats. — 1.  The 
eomiag  of  the  Son  of  Man,  at  the  end  of  that  aionos  or  agv,  to 
ahoiiffh  the  oU  dispensation  of  Moses,  and  establish  his  own 
gospel  kingdom  in  its  stead,  was  a  spiritual  coming.  A  host  of 
eommentatorsi  of  all  deaominations,  assent  to  the  correctness  of 
this  view. 

2.  The  gathering  of  the  nations  before  him,  was  a  figurative 
lepcesentatioB  of  Uie  power,  dominion,  and  authority  with  which 
Christ  had  been  invested,  by  his  Father,  to  rule-over  the  natioita 
of  the  earth  as  their  lawful  Judge  or  King.^  (See  Daniel  vii.  13, 
14.) 

8.  The  dividing  of  the  nations,  represented  the  distinction 
which  would  exist  under  the  reign  of  Chnst,  between  those  nations 
which  should  receive  his  gospel,  and  allow  its  spirit  to  animate, 
and  its  light  to  guide  them,  and  those  nations  who  should  reject 
his  gospel.  Those  on  the  Right  Hand,  represented  the  Gentile 
nations  who  received  the  gospel.  And  the  kingdom  which  they 
•Btereil,  and  the  eternal  life  [aionion  zoin'\  they  inherited,  was 
the  gospel  of  Jesus  and  its  holy  and  blessed  truths.  Those  on 
the  Left  Hand,  represented  the  Jewish  nation,  who  refused  the 
gospel,  and  crucified  its  Divine  Pounder.  The  casting  of  them 
into  aionion  pur  and  aionion  kolasin,  represents  the  casting  them 
away  as  the  people  of  God,  soon  after  the  death  of  Christ,  axid 
the  severe  calamities  and  long  protracted  punishments  which 
were  inDioted  on  that  nation,  and  which  have  continued  to  the 
present  iige. 

My  ninttetntk  and  last  Negative  Argument  is  based  on  certain 
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statemeAtS)  Trhioh  I  denominate  CoRaoBOKATZTs  FjlctSw  dr. 
Adam  Clarke  sayB  of  the  apostle  John — **  It  is  eTident  that  Jokm 
was  present  at  most  of  the  things  related  hj  him  in  bis  co0pel» 
and  tnat  he  was  an  eye  and  ear  witness  of  our  Lord's  iabons 
jounieyings,  discourses,  miracles,  passion,  cmcifiiioa,  resttifet» 
tion  and  ascension."  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  correctaesi 
of  these  declarations.  Hence,  if  Christ  taueht  the  doclHne  of 
Endless  Punishment,  John  mast  hare  heard  nim,  distinciljr  and 
repeatedly.  If  Jesas  taurht  this  doctrine  at  all,  he  taaght  il 
plainly  and  openly,  so  that  there  could  be  no  mistaking  Im 
meaning.  He  must  have  made  it  a  prominent  and  commoa  sab- 
ject  of  his  discourses,  instructions,  and  exhortations.  I  repeat, 
therefore,  if  Christ  proclaimed  such  a  doctrine,  John  not  oaJy 
must  hare  heard  him,  but  must  have  viewed  it  as  one  of  the 
fundamental  and  all-important  tenets  of  Christianity.  And  ret 
is  it  not  most  astonishing,  that  John  never  mentions  in  his  Got* 
pel,  nor  in  either  of  his  Epistles,  the  words  "  everlastinr  pnaiBh- 
ment,*'  "  everlasting  fire,*'  or  *'  eternal  punishment  P^  Nor  4o  the 
advocates  of  the  doctrine  of  endless  wo  quote  from  J<^d*s  Gos- 
pel or  £pistles,  any  passage  upon  which  thev  rehr  with  am^ 
confidence  in  support  of  that  doctrine.  Why  this  sxlencr  of 
John  ?  Can  it  be  explained  on  any  other  ground  than  that  At 
did  not  believe  the  doctrine  ?  Another  remarkable  faet  is,  that 
St.  John*s  Gospel  contains  neither  the  parables  of  the  Sheep  and 
Goats,  the  Rich  Man  and  Lazarus,  nor  any  other  pamble,  sap- 
posed  to  teach,  or  favor,  the  doctrine  of  Endless  nnisluDeBt — 
If  these  parables  were  uttered  by  Christ,  specially  to  iacakale 
that  doctrme,  John  must  have  so  understood  him.  Why,  tbea» 
did  he  omit  them  in  writing  his  gospel  %  We  explain  it  thas: — 
These  parables  were  designed  to  represent  the  overthrow  and  le* 
jection  of  the  Jews,  and  the  calling  in  of  the  Gentiles.  Jofaa^s 
Gospel  was  not  written  until  after  the  overthrow  and  dispentoa 
of  the  Hebrews.  Dr.  Clarke  thinks  it  was  probably  wiittca 
about  A.  D.  86,  which  would  be  sixtten  years  after  the  destrac- 
tion  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  r^ection  of  **  the  chosen  people.*^-* 
The  particular  events  which  the  parables  were  desig^aed  to  de- 
scribe, having  taken  place,  St.  John  did  not  deem  it  neeessary 
to  insert  them  in  his  gospel. 

Another  remarkable  fact  is,  that  the  word  **  Hefl,^  is  not  fomid 
once  in  St.  John's  Gospel,  or  in  either  of  his  Epistles.  So  ^at 
those  earlv  converts  wbo  had  no  other  Grospel  but  John's,  (sad 
undoubtedly  there  were  thousands  such,)  would  know  nothing 
of  the  doctrine  of  Endless  woe,  nor  of  any  such  place  as  an 
Endless  Hell.  Nor  is  the  word  **  Hell''  once  found  in  aU  iht 
writings  of  St.  Paul.  What  think  you  of  that,  respected  aadi- 
ence  1  He  was  a  preacher  of  the  Gospel  fw  tkhty  years»  aai 
he  asserts  that  he  did  not  fail  to  declare  *4he  whole  counsel  of  God." 
Yet  he  never,  in  a  single  instance,  used  that  word.     In  fact. 
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the  word  "  Hell/*  does  Aot  occur  so  often  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, as  many  suppose.  In  Matthew  it  is  found  nine  times.  In 
Mark  but  once.  In  Lnke  three  times.  In  John  not  once.  In 
Acts  it  is  found  only  once^  where  it  is  applied  to  Christ,  and  sig- 
nifies grave.  Yet  the  book  of  Acts  contains  the  history  of  the 
joumeyings,  labors,  and  preachine  of  the  Apostles,  for  over 
thirty  years.  Hence  it  is  certain  they  did  not  preach  anything 
about  Hell  /  /  That  word  is  not  found  at  all  in  Bomans,  nor  in 
1st  or  2d  Corinthians,  nor  in  Galatians,  nor  Ephesians,  nor  Phil- 
lipians,  nor  Colossians,  nor  in  1st  or  2d  Thessalonians,  nor  in 
1st  or  2d  Timothy,  nor  Titus,  nor  Philemon,  nor  Hebrews,  nor 
in  1st  Peter,  nor  in  Ist,  2d  or  3d  John.  I  ask  this  audience  how 
it  is,  if  "  Heir*  means  a  place  of  Endless  wo,  that  it  was  men- 
tioned by  the  Apostles,  in  their  preaching  and  writings  so  seldom. 
Some  modern  Reyivalists  use  that  word  oftener  in  one  discourse, 
than  did  Christ  and  his  Apostles  in  all  their  preaching  for  thirty 
years ! !  If  those  who  listened  to  the  teachmgs  of  St.  Paul,  or 
St.  John,  or  read  their  writings,  were  all  expoMd  to  an  endless 
hell,  is  it  not  rery  singular  tnat  they  did  not  mention  it,  at  least 
onee  ?  How  can  any  believer  in  endless  punishment,  account  for 
these  omissions  1  Are  they  not  most  convincing  evidence  that 
it  is  not  a  Bible  doctrine  ! 

There  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  that  Endless  punishment 
was  preached,  or  believed,  in  the  Christian  church,  until  the 
third  century,  as  I  have  already  shown,  when  Tertullian,  an  Af- 
rican, first  declared  that  the  misery  of  the  damned  would  endure 
as  long  ajB  the  happiness  of  the  saints.  Mosheim  says  that  up 
to  the  third  century,  all  the  doctrines  which  were  inculcated  by 
the  preachers  of  Christianity,  were  contained  in  the  *'  Apostles 
creea,^'  which  it  is  claimed,  was  written  either  by  the  Apostles 
themselves,  or  by  their  immediate  successors.  It  reads  as  fol- 
lows— **  I  believe  in  God,  the  Father  Almighty,  Creator  of  Heav- 
en and  Earth  ;  and  in  Jesus  Christ,  his  only  Son,  our  Savior,  who 
was  conceived  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  bom  of  the  Virgin  Mary ; 
su£kred  under  Pontius  Pilate ;  was  crucified,  dead  and  buried ; 
he  descended  into  Hell:  the  third  day  he  rose  again  from  the 
dead ;  he  ascended  into  Heaven ;  sitteth  on  the  right  hand  of 
God,  the  Father  Almighty ;  from  thence  he  shall  come  to  judee 
the  living  and  the  de£d.  I  believe  in  the  Holy  Ghost,  the  HcSy 
Catholic  Church  ;  the  Communion  of  Saints;  the  forgiveness  of 
sins ;  the  Besurrection  of  the  body,  and  life  everlasting."  In 
this  creed  it  will  be  seen,  there  is  not  one  word  or  even  hint  of 
Endless  punishment,  the  Trinity,  or  Vicarious  Atonement.  And 
as  the  creed,  according  to  Mcsheim,  contains  all  the  doctrines 
inculcated  by  the  early  preachers  of  Christianity,  we  have  thus» 
positive  evidence  that  these  sentiments  were  not  believed  in  the 
church  for  over  two  hundred  years  after  Christ.  Is  not  this  suf- 
ficient to  satisfy  all  candid  minds,  that  these  doctrines  must  be 
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flulse  notions  mnof^gled  into  the  Chriiytintn  tf stem  amid  tke  Sgnor- 
«nce and  comiptioft  of  succeeding  ages  l^lTime  expirtd. 


[MR.  holmes'  twelfth  SPEECH.] 

Oentlemsn  Modtratws  and  reswn^ed  Auditors.' — ^This  is  tbc  Jael 
opportunity  I  shall  have  to  address  you  on  this  occasion.  I 
thank  the  moderators  for  extending  the  time  for  the  la^t  spee^ 
-and  will  endeavor  to  improve  it  to  the  hest  advantage,  by  inaktiig 
eueh  selections  from  thi  abundant  materials  I  have  on  hand,  as 
may  best  serve  the  eanse  of  truth. 

Did  time  permit,  I  should  present  my  ninetsenih  argrunent, 
bounded  on  the  parables  of  Christ,  in  which  tiie  doctrine  of  the 
Unal  perdition  of  the  ungodly  ia  most  plainly  and  emphaticalty 
taugh^.  The  parables  of  the  larewof  the  field^ot  the  net — aa^  the 
distribution  of  talents^  are  amongst  those  whieh  furnish  a  very 
•stronii:  and  unanswerable  argument  in  refutation  of  the  dogvas 
•of  Univemaiism.  For  the  present,  however,  I  must  fore^  tht 
pleasure  of  presenting  this  argument,  and  attend  at  onee  to  ^ 
work  of  closing  this  discussion.  The  queaition  reQids,  **is  there 
sufficient  evidence  for  believing  that  any  part  of  the  human  imm- 
ily  will  suffer  endless  misery  in  the  future  state.^  I  hsTe  et^ 
plained  my  understanding  of  endless  misery  to  be,  that  it  is  hoth 
negative  and  positive.  1.  A  loss  of  the  favor  of  God  and  the 
kingdom  of  heaven ;  and  2,  positive  nnhapfnness  arimng  from 
personal  and  positive  sinfulness.  Mr.  Austin,  aware  that  it 
would  be  up  hill  business  to  contend  against  a  proportion  so 
plain  and  scriptural  as  this,  has  soufrht,  from  the  beginning,  to 
change  the  issue.  His  effort  has  been  to  separate  it  from  its  re- 
lations to  God's  government  and  the  results  of  moral  condoct, 
and  make  it  a  malignant  and  revengeful  proceeding  on  the  part 
of  God,  having  no  other  object  in  view,  and  sustained  by  no  other 
reason,  than  the  gratification  of  a  iiend*like  disposition  to  injAict 
torture  on  his  unfortunate  creatures.  He  has  also  empioyed  fhe 
most  extravagant  and  loathsome  expressions  he  could  select 
from  his  peculiar  vocabulary,  to  give  the  whole  subject  a  hideoas 
aspect,  and  prevent  a  sober  and  impartial  consideration  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  doctrine  rests.  The  terms  in  which  he 
has  stated  the  question  are  as  follows :  '*  Millions  of  sonls  falKng 
headlong  into  ceaseless  tortures  without  the  slightest  forewamtn|^, 
or  the  least  intimation  that  such  a  doom  awaited  them.**  Agaui 
he  says :  '*  Crush  a  sentient  being  down  to  endless  agoniess  for 
failing  to  do  what  he  had  no  power  to  do."  Such  is  the  view  of 
the  ararmative  of  this  question  which  Mr.  Austin  has  every^rherc 
connected  with  his  negative  arguments,  and  labored  to  keep  proa- 
inently  before  the  audience.  But  if  the  gentleman  has  wasted 
his  ammunition  upon  a  creature  of  his  own  imagination — if  he 
has  been  beating  the  air,  while  pretending  to  discuss  the  propoa- 


y  Google 


"tion  with  whicli  we  started,  it  is  no  fault  of  mine.  1  have  en- 
deavored to  keep  to  the  subject,  as  expressed  in  the  terms  of  the 
question.  Mr.  Austin's  statement  and  explanation  of  the  ques- 
tion is  a  direct  and  gross  perversion  of  the  doctrine  involved.  To 
demolish  the  monster  which  he  has  conjured  up,  is  one  thing,  but 
to  refute  or  disprove  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  is  quite 
another.  He  has  my  full  consent  to  the  demolition  of  his  own 
man  of  straw,  as  soon  as  he  chooses  to  effect  the  work  ;  but  as 
to  the  doctrine  of  the  final  perdition  of  the  willful  and  incorrigi- 
ble enemies  of  God,  it  stands  upon  a  foundation  which  mocks  the 
feeble  efforts  and  futile  objections  of  Universalism. 

Let  us  briefly  review  the  ground  over  which  we  have  passed. 

In  sustaining  the  proposition  that  men  may,  and  that  there  rs 
sufficient  evidence  for  believing  some  will,  forfeit  their  final  hap- 
piness, and  be  finally  and  forever  miserable,  my  first  step  was  to 
show  that  the  human  constitution  harmonizes  with  the  idea. — 
Hence,  my  first  argument  was  ^rawn  from  the  moral  agency  of 
man.  This  1  prove  by  the  moral  government  of  God ;  the  common 
consenl  of  man  kind  us  seen  in  the  laws  and  judicial  proceedings  of  a'l 
naiions ;  the  evidence  of  personal  consciousness :  the  scriptures ; 
and  the  fact  that  without  moral  liberty  we  are  not  morally  respon- 
sible, and  are  incapable  of  moral  happiness.  The  moral  agency 
of  man  being  established,  it  follows,  there  is,  and  must  be,  a /iofti/- 
ity  to  forfeit  final  happiness.  Postpone  the  final  state  as  far  as 
you  please,  and  still  the  liability  to  final  unhappiness  remains. — 
'This  liability  can  only  be  removed  by  taking  from  man  his  moral 
agency — thrit  is,  his  power  of  moral  happiness.  Whatever  man's 
final  condition  may  be,  if  it  is  amoral  condition  at  all,  it  will  be,  it 
fnw(t  be,  moiified  by  his  moral  agency. 

Mr.  Austin,  more  cautious  than  Ballou  and  some  other  Univef- 
faUst  authors,  does  not  venture  to  deny  directly  the  moral  liber- 
'  ty  of  men,  but  effects  the  same  object  in  another  way.  He  seems 
to  admit  hum:in  agency  :  but  forthwith,  as  though  alarmed  at  the 
consequences  of  his  admission,  proceeds  to  neutralize  it  by  deny- 
ing the  power  of  mofar  liberty  to  modify  the  final  condition  of 
men.  Ills  language  is — '*  I  deny  that  his  (man's)  final  destiny  is 
within  the  sphere  of  his  agency,  or  in  any  manner  depending  directly 
upon  it."  To  this  the  reply  is  brief  and  plain.  If  man'sfinsU  destiny 
is  not  within  the  sphere  of  his  agency,  it  is  not  within  the  sphere 
of  his  moral  character,  but  out  of,  anil  beyond  the  sphere  of  both. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  in  hia  final  condition,  he  has  no  moral 
character  at  all :  and  as  there  can  be  no  moral  happiness  without 
moral  character.his  final  condition  excludes  moral  happiness.-— 
Thus,  Mr.  Austin  in  his.  zeal  to  annihilate  hell,  robs  man  of  his 
moral  character,  and  leaves  hhn  without  the  power  of  acquiring 
and  enjoying  endless  bliss. 

My  second  argument  was  drawn  from  the  moral  attributes  of 
God — holiness,  goodness  and  wisdom.    These  give  character   to 
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the  Dlrine  goverDment    As  there  is  an  iafiDite  opposltioa  to  m 
in  the  nature  of  God,  so  must  there  be  in  the  nature  of  his   gor- 
eminent.     We  may  rest  assured  that  sin  would  have  been  pre- 
rented,  if  it  could  have  been,  without  subverting  the  uature  of 
man  and  that  constitution  of  the  divine  government  best  adapted 
to  promote  the  happiness  of  the  obedient  and  holy.    The  obeJieBt 
ana  holy  must  not  be  robbed  of  the  means  of  bliss,   to  accommo- 
date the  disobedient  with  "  incapacity  of  pain.'*    What  maj  be 
looked  for  under  these  circumstances  is,  that  Crod  would  make 
the  strongest  possible  display  of  his  opposition  to  sin,  -xhich  the 
nature  of  the  case  would  admit     His  moral  attributes  would  lead 
to  the  enactment  of  a  penalty  against  sin  which  would  inrolTc 
•ternal  /o«ff— the  forfeiture  of  those  positive  blessings  which  are 
made  sure  to  the  holy  and  obedient.    Anything  short  of    this 
would  fail  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  case,  as  much  as  the  differ- 
ence between  finite  and  infinite.    In  presenting  this  argumeot,  I 
showed  that  the  moral  attributes  concur  in  opposinr  and  vi  sit- 
ing sin  by  capital  purUshment — they  ^ive  their  unitea  and  decided 
simrage  to  the  doctrine  of  the  irretrievable  perdition  of  the  un- 
godly. 

My  third  proof  is  drawn  from  the  analogy  of  nature.  TV 
laws  of  the  moral  world  are  uniform.  We  see  the  same  results 
flowing  from  the  same  causes,  during  all  the  stages  of  our  earthly 
existence.  We  have  every  reason  to  suppose  this  would  be  the 
case,  were  man  to  live  on  earth  a  thousand  years,  or  were  he  al- 
lowed this  world  as  his  eternal  residence.  The  great  principles  of 
God*s  moral  government  are  the  same  in  their  nature,  operations, 
and  edects,  at  all  times  and  in  all  places.  In  this  world,  the  sin- 
ner often  ruins  his  hopes  and  happiness  beyond  the  power  of  rem- 
edy— is  often  punished  by  divine  inflictions  beyond  the  power  of 
redemption.  Unless  there  shall  be  an  abrupt  change  in  the  ad- 
ministration  of  God  after  this  life,  the  same  result  to  the  sinner  in 
the  future  state  is  not  merely  possible,  it  is  highly  probable.  But  we 
have  no  intimation  in  nature  or  in  revelation  that  any  such  change 
will  take  place  ;  hence  the  doctrine  of  endless  puni^meut  is  ren- 
dered credible  by  the  analogy  of  nature. 

My  next  argument  was  based  on  human  depravity.  On  this 
point  I  showed :  1.  Men  are  depraved,  and  that  their  depravity  is 
so  strong  as  to  break  through  all  barriers,  both  human  and  divine, 
which  have  been  raised  to  stay  its  progress.  2.  The  fact  that 
moral  evil  exists  under  God's  government,  if  proof  that  it  always 
will  exist,  unless  there  be  positive  evidence  that  it  will  be  controll- 
ed and  subdued  by  power  external  to  itself.  3.  Depravity  shnis 
out  moral  light  and  love  of  virtue  from  the  mind,  and  produces  a 
state  of  heart  and  mind  which  constitutes  a  pledge  of  its  perpe- 
tuity. **  Men  love  darkness  rather  than  light,  because  their  deeds 
are  eviL"  4.  Punishment  cannot  destroy  depravity,  because  aa 
effect  cannot  'destroy  its  cause,  and,  also,  because  to  the  guUif 
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there  id  no  grace  in  law.  No  sinner  can  obtain  justification  bj 
the  deeds  of  the  law.  5.  Deprivily  is  increased  by  indulgence. 
••  EtiI  men  and  seducers  wax  worse  and  worse;"  they  often  break 
through  every  nnoral  restraint,  outrage  every  virtuous  principle, 
and  increase  to  the  last  in  the  inveteracy  of  their  hatred  of  God, 
and  contempt  of  all  that  is  sacred.  I  insist  that  in  all  such  cased, 
the  presumption  is  decidedly  against  the  idea  af  their  final  restor- 
ation. Nothing  can  assure  us  that  such  characters  will  ever  be 
Baved,  short  of  a  positive — **  thus  saith  the  Lord,  every  depraved 
man  who  does  not  repent  in  this  life,  shall,  tinthout  faii,  be  restor- 
ed to  hoHneM  and  happiness  in  the  future  state." 

The  next  affirmative  proof  was  based  on  the  nature  of  the  du 
vine  law.  The  law  is  perfect,  and  the  penalty  is  perfect  as  the 
Jaw,  and  exists  in  eternal  union  with  it.  Whatever  favor  the  law 
coofers  on  the  ohedienl,  it  confers  forever^  unless  there  be  a  for- 
feiture by  transgression.  So,  also,  whatever  disfavor  the  divine 
law  visits  upon  sinners  is  endless,  unless  a  reprieve  from  just  and 
^served  punishment  be  obtained.  This,  however,  can  only  be 
obtained  through  the  g^ospel,  the  benefits  of  which  are  made  over 
to  the  sinner,  on  conditions  which  he  may  or  may  not  comply  with. 
From  this  it  follows,  that  in  itself  considered,  the  penalty  is  end- 
less. This  also  follows  from  the  nature  of  the  penalty,  which  is 
death.  The  only  way  in  which  Mr  Austin  attempts  to  avoid  the 
force  of  this  consideration,  is  by  denying  that  death  is  death. — 
He  is  not  willing  that  tkanatos  should  have  its  usual  signification, 
but  contends  for  a  principle  of  life  in  moral  death — that  those  who 
arc  dead  can,  by  their  ovm  energies,  bring  themselves  into  a  state  of 
hfe.  Such  attempts  to  get  out  of  a  difficulty  show  the  false  and 
desperate  ebaracter  of  Universalism,  more  forcibly  than  any  thin|f 
that  I  can  say. 

My  7th  argument  was  based  on  the  nature  and  design  of  the 
aUmemeut  bij  Christ.  Under  this  head  I  showed  that  the  atone- 
ment is  Ticarioiis  in  its  nature — and  that  its  design  was  to  propi* 
iiate,  and  so  satisfy  the  claims  oi  justice,  that  the  penalty  with 
which  the  sinner  was  threatened  mignt  be  waived,  and  a  dispensa- 
tion of  grace  and  pardon  be  granted  to  a  guilty  world.  This  I 
proved:  1.  From  the  sufferings  of  Christ.  As  he  was  innocent, 
and  holy,  not  involved  necessarily  in  any  of  the  penal  consequen- 
ces of  sin  with  which  our  race  has  been  visited,  we  can  only  ac- 
count for  his  sufferings  on  supposition  that  they  were  voluntary, 
and  vicarious.  2.  From  express  scripture  language,  in  which  H 
i«  sttid,  •*  he  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins" — *♦  he  tasted  death  for 
every  man" — **  Christ  hath  loved  us,  and  given  himself  for  us,  an 
elfering  anil  a  sacrifice  to  God  for  a  sweet  smelling  savor** — •*  He 
was  nwuie  sin  (a  sin  offering)  for  us,  who  knew  no  sin,  that  we 
might  be  made  the  righteousness  of  (iod  in  him.**  To  these,  add 
ail  those  passages  in  which  be  ia  esid  to  hear  the  trins  of  guilty 
men.  S.  it  has  also  appeared  from  icripture,  that  the  sufierings 
93 
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f»l  Cfariftt  do  operate  to  deliver  Taen  from  nin  £^  death.  *•*  Be 
was  wounded  for  our  tranegressions" — the  **  Lord  hath  laid  on  him 
the  iniquity  of  us  all" — *•  by  bis  stripes  we  are  healed.''  Cfanst 
came  to  Bave  us  from  perishing— that  is,  from  iokd  and  irrHrtwm- 
able  ruin.  The  terms  redeem,  redemption,  random,  veconcilatioo, 
as  employed  in  connection  with  the  blood  and  death  of  Christ, 
and  with  reference  to  the  moral  condition  of  the  hiHnanrac«,  show 
that  Christ  is  the  procuring  cause  of  human  salvation.  M«rc^ 
^ver^  the  scriptures  represent  the  contlition  of  the  werid,  nfau 
from  the  provisions  of  the  go»peJ,  to  be  hopeleae,  and  that  Chn^fs 
advent  and  atonement  were  necessary  to  the  redemption  of  dM 
world,  and  the  salvation  of  sinners. 

My  eighth  argument  is  drawn  from  the  laoral  turpittuie  tf  sjm. 
I  have  shown,  in  a  number  (A  instances,  how  Mr.  AuKiin  and  lug 
brethren,  explain  away  the  sinfulness  of  sin,  and  make  it  a  rm 
small  matter.  Indeed,  on  the  principles  of  UniversaJiFm,  it  v% 
perfect  nonsense  to  talk  of  moral  guilt:  no  such  thing  caa 
exist ;  the  law  lones  its  high  moral  character  as  the  embodiiBeiii 
of  the  moEsU.  perfection  of  i^oA^  and  man  loses  his  accoustahUity. 
On  the  contrary,  I  have  proved  sin  to  be  an  infinite  evil,  or  ofieace; 
not  from  the  character  of  the  sinner,  but  from  other  and  highci 
considerations,  it  is  the  violation  of  an  infinite  law,  and  of  ia- 
linite  obligations,  and  is  an  infinite  evil,  in  the  same  sense  that  ho- 
liness is  an  infinite  good.  The  endless  loss  of  holiness  and  ha»- 
piness  would  be  to  man  an  infinite  evil.  Hence,  as  sin  diepiacrs 
holiness  and  happiness,  and  never  restores  them,  it  is,  in  iis  na* 
ture  and  tendency,  an  infinite  evil.  Sin  aims  at  dafeoling  the 
highest  purpose  and  design  of  the  momi  government  of  God,  and 
as  that  purpose  is  one  of  infinite  good  to  moral  beingn.  ain  is  aa 
infinite  evil,  because  it  stands  opposed  to  ihe  highest  moral  good 
contemplated  by  the  divine  government.  Such  heme  >  he  moral  tur- 
pitude of  sin,  those  who  love  it,  and  voUintanly  wuA  under- 
standing!^* promote  it,  are  justly  obnoxious  io  a  puiushiBcnt  wkidi 
would  be  infinite  in  the  same  sense  that  holiness  and  happineta 
will  be  an  infinite  ^ood  to  thf;  obedient  Such  a  puomlimeat 
jwould  correspond  with  the  natareof  the  oSence. 

We  have  also  seen  that  the  moral  aitributes  of  God  approve 
the  inflictions  of  justice.  The  holiness,  goodneaa,  wisdom  and 
love  of  (rod,  have  given  their  suiTrage  to  the  most  marked  and  ter- 
rible inflictions  of  God  upon  oireodera.  vindicating  hia  judicial  ami 
penal  administration  from  the  charge  of  injustice,  even  in  thoi« 
eases  in  which  the  sinner  is  destroyed  without  remedy,  or  utterlv 
perishes  "  in  his  own  corruptions.^*  ' 

We  Imve  also  heard  the  voice  of  hwnan  proLaiion  piodaiiniMr 
the  liability  and  danger  of  f ailing  to  secure  the  behest  end  of  cm 
being.  The  doctrine  of  probation  necessarily  embraces  in  itsielf 
the  idea  of  danger.  Where  there  is  more  than  OHe  poseible  irsot 
from  a  slate  or  pUce,  (asimiet  be  trae  of  a  pxobaltonary  coo^ 
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MoA«)«fid'^beiifr  the  erent  nay  bepnospvoM  •r«iv6tae,  ati4  mwfi 
ke  one  or  tbe  othvr,  there  will,  tiiere  miM^  lUwayt  be,  danger  df 
iIm  4uher&e  bsue.  This  oalamitcras  tennination  of  probation  in 
•fofvr^Boe  tD  thtn^cB  fif  this  life,  often  operates  an  entire  forfeitofe 
^  earthly  hlessifigs.  The  same  principle  extends  to  spkifual 
filings,  and  applies  to  the  future,  as  weU  as  prewnt  "existenee  of 
io«n.  This  worM  is  a  state  of  trial  or  probation  lor  the  fntu re. 
Whether  we  terminate  $ki$  hfe,  prepared  to  «nter  upon  a  Missfvl 
«ne hereafter,  is  a  qnearioft  to  he  settled  by  the  manner  in  whi«h 
'we  employ  atnd  improve  our  probation.  As  is  the  moral  charac- 
1^  nt  4eath^  so  will  it  be  after  death,  and  exeit  a  OMre^potiding 
influence  on  the  eniless  destfny  of  man.  if  tbere  be  uniformity 
m  the  drrtne  goremment,  immutability  in  the  operation  of  moral 
laws}  ami  tntth  in  the  teaefain^cs  of  direct  and  positive  revelation, 
there  is  tidbUifu  and  danger,  and  sufficient  evidence  for  Mievinff 
Ihflt  so«e  aw  prove  recvevat  to  their  own  highest  interest,  and 
#0rf«it  their  future  and  fmal  happiness. 

My  ehvemk  argument  was  drawn  from  the  common  oonsent  of 
wanfcind.  In  presenting  this,  I  bad  two  objects  tn  view.  1.  The 
fefutation  of  the  aHegation  of  Universalism,  that  endless  pvnish. 
meftt  is  contrary  to  common  sense,  and  2.  To  show  that  so  for  as 
unrveituftl  suflfnige  may  be  claimed  as  proof  of  the  truth  of  a  doc- 
trkie,  that  svffrage  goes  to  sustain  the  affirmative  of  the  questicm 
tmder  discussion.  Besides  this,  th^  doctrine  of  endless  punish* 
vient  amongst  the  heathen  has  the  force  of  positive  truth,  inasmnch 
as  it  stands  connected  with  the  original  revehuiona  of  God  to  the 
iiuman  race.  What  I  have  said  on  fhk  point,  may  be  aum- 
ned  up  thus :  t.  Fotare  retribution,  wi«h  its  endless  consequences 
«o  the  ungodly,  is  coextensive  with  the  hislory  of  our  race.  t. 
The  d<«tnoe  exiils,  and  has  existed,  from  time  iomiemorial.  n^ 
as  an  invention,  nor  as  a  truth  which  they  themselves  have  diaoovw 
ere.*,  ^«l  i«  referred  to  antiquity,  a«d  claimed,  as  ar^  all  their  fun- 
damental religious  views,  as  having  its  origin,  in  ancient  divine 
commanications,  and  as  owinjr  its  praservation  to  the  agency  of 
iradifion.  3.  A  fact,  or  docirne,  which  exists  among  all  natioMi, 
mnd  1^  the  agency  of  a  general  tradition,  must  have  had  a  common 
source  This  common  source  we  have  seen  to  be  a  comrowii  revela^ 
tio«.  In  confirmation  of  this,  the  prophecy  of  Enoch  respecting 
fhe  judgment  which  God  would  execute  upon  the  tingodly,  is  ivfer^ 
Ted  to  by  Jude,  as  the  punishment  of  those  "to  whom  is  reurvei 
the  biadnein  of  darknei^  /^reiwf.''— (Jade  13-14.)  Alltbar  Mr. 
Austin  has  been  able  to  say  in  opposition  to  this,  is,  that  Ckero 
and  one  or  two  others  had  intimated  that  the  ancients  had  •*  invent- 
ed infernal  punishments  of  the  dend,~  to  keep  the  wicked  in  awe. 
ConcerninR  this  I  have  spoken  sufficiently  elsswlisfe. 

My  Ht^iflh  argument  is  deduced  from  the  t^itMions/Hy  of  soU 
Tation.  By  eanditwnal,  I  mean^lvatkm  to  men  is  suspended  up- 
on some  teeognkion  of  oWigatioo  and  duty  o»  their  pan,  w»th«il 
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which  the  gfatkws  boon  wiil  not  be  conferred.    The  wmty  ide»  d 

«  condition,  enppoees  that  it  may  or  may  not  be  perfomM ;  and  if 
not  performed,  tnen  the  premieea,  but  coBditionai^>enefitt  wilt  wsd 
be  enjoyed  t  \XmX  is,  Mai  which  is  made  conditiomtl  1»  bmui,  cmi- 
not  be  acquired  bv  him,  and  wiM  never  be  poeeeaeed,  if  the  cob- 
dition  be  refused,  or  «eg]ected.  Mr.  Austin  has  admitted  thK 
salvation  in  thte  life  is  conditional,  bat  has  failed  entirelv  to  prove 
that  it  is  not  coadttaonal  in  r^ard  to  oar  f  ature  and  endJeas  sttts. 
On  the  contrary,  I  have  proved  the  oooditionaUty  of  salratMm  ia 
respect  to  both  states.  1 .  From  the  naiut^  of  salvatiaa.  It  is 
not  physical,  bat  moral.  It  is  deliverance  from  a  state  of  gmll 
and  depravity,  contracted  and  made  our  ovm^  by  volantary  aia ; 
faenee  reqnires  the  action  of  the  «t//,  in  therecepttcm  of  tbat  |(oe- 
pel  provision  intended  to  deliverns  from  it  Gospel  eaivaliaa 
IS  always  and  everywhere  the  same,  whether  enjoyed  in  thia  hJe 
or  after  death*  it  is  the  same  in  its  mtf vre,  and  mnst  he  enio^  on 
the  same  terms,  if  it  be  enjoyed  at  all.  If  not,  then  there  is  no  «nifoaa- 
ity  in  the  Divine  proceedings ;  the  constitation  of  the  Goepel  wifl 
he  different  at  some  future  time  from  what  it  now  is.  and  thit 
which  is  conditional  at  one  time,  will  be  naconditional  at  anoiheL 
But  these  absurdities  are  not  to  be  thoafi^  oL  The  coostilntioa  of 
the  gospel  will  always  remain  the  same ;  as  long  as  aaJvatioa 
shall  be  offsred  to  men  at  all,  it  will  be  upon  thesame  tenn:  «*  He 
that  helieveth,  shall  be  saved,  and  ne  that  believeth  not* 
shall  be  damned."  2.  The  same  fact  is  confirmed  by  the  abeeact 
of  all  evidence  whatever,  that  any  man  who  dies  in  a  state  of  sin 
and  depravity  will  be  saved  in  heaven,  either  conditionaUy  or  otbcit^ 
wise.  3.  We  have  seen  the  Bible  abounds  with  direct  and  posi- 
tive proof  on  the  subject.  Scores,  if  not  hundreds,  of  pasaagOt 
assert  directly,  and  indirectly,  ^  coaditionality  of  pieeeat  aad 
eternal  salvaUon,  thus  establishing,  as  tralh,  the  liability  aad  dan* 
ger  of  failing  in  the  attainment  of  final  holiness  and  happineaa* 

The  thirteenth  argument  offered  by  me  to  sustain  the  affirma- 
tive  of  this  question,  is  drawn  from  the  am  tr<ut  exhibited  in  scrip- 
ture between  the  righteous  and  wicked*  ^'  Cnod^s  face  is  agaiast 
the  wicked,"  but  ^^  ne  takes  pleasure  ia  them  that  ftmr  hiai.^  I 
have  shown  that  in  respect  to  the  approbation  of  God  aad  the 
enjoyment  of  moral  bappineaB,  this  contrast  exists  ia  tkn  h/e — 
is  strongly  marked  in  dtaih  .*  that  on  the  principles  of  aaaio^ 
and  philosophy,  the  moral  chaeacter  must  be  the  eame^s/W  deSk^ 
that  It  is  when  that  change  takes  place,  and  must  remain  so,  ua> 
til  modified  by  moral  agencies  employed  for  that  parposa.  1  have 
also  proved  by  the  positive  dedairations  of  Christ,  that  the  same 
contrast  will  exist  in  the  resurrection  state,  as  also  in  the  day  of 
general  judgment,  and  will  modify  and  give  ^chanctet  to  the 
decisions  of  that  august  occasion.  *^  These  shall  go  away  into 
everlasting  punishment,  but  the  righteous  into  life  etentaJ.^*  A3 
lar  into  futarity  as  we  can  trace  ue  existence  of  aaa,  w«  And 
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t1)B  saiAt  Opposition  of  character  between  the  righteouAand  wick- 
ed, drawn  by  the  hand  of  inspiration,  and  fixing  its  immntable 
stamp  on  human  destiny.  Where  will  this  contrast  end  *?  In 
▼ain  has  Mr.  Austin  attempted  to  answer  this  question,  and  affoi<d 
relief  to  this  picture. 

A  stronr  and  unanswerable  argument  has  also  been  deduced 
from  the  doctrine  of  a  future  aad  general  judgment.  There  is  no 
one  portion  of  Christian  theology  more  hated  by  Universalists 
than  this.  The  reason  is  obvious.  If  they  allow  a  future  and 
general  judgment,  they  must  also  allow  punishment  subsequent 
to  the  decisions  of  that  day,  and  then  they  have  no  data  on  which 
to  predicate  an  arffument  for  the  iinal  holiness  and  hapjpiness  of 
all  men.  The  judgment  is  against  Univ^salism,  therefore  Uni« 
versalists  are  against  the  judgment.  But  the  Bible  has  put  this 
subject  beyond  alt  dispute  with  every  honest  mind.  It  is  impos- 
fiibk  for  any  unsophisticated  mind  to  read  the  Bible  with  a  sin- 
cere desire  to  know  the  truth,  without  being  convinced  of  the 
propriety  and  truth  of  the  doctrine  of  a  future  and  general  judg- 
ment. The  outline  oi  proof  on  this  subject  is  as  follows :  1 .  God 
has  a  right— it  is  his  prerogative,  if  he  chooses,  to  have  a  day  of 
general  judgment,  for  the  general  and  final  distdbution  of  re- 
wards and  punishments.  2.  Such  an  arrangement  is  necessary, 
to  justify  the  ways  of  God  to  man.  Scripture  and  matter  of  fact 
afford  most  positive  proof  that  the  present  is  not  a  state  of  perfect 
retribution,  d.  On  the  Universalist  theory  of  punishment,  this 
world  is  not  a  state  of  perfect  retribolion,  since,  m  very  many  ca- 
ses the  reformatioB  of  the  sinner  is  not  secured,  but  he  becomes 
worse  and  worse  to  the  last  day  of  life.  If  the  object  of  punish- 
ment in  these  eases,  be  attained  at  all,  it  must  be  in  the  fukum 
state.  Hence  there  must  be  punishment,  and  consequently  judg^ 
ment^  after  this  life.  4.  This  is  farther  confirmed  by  the  fact  that 
men  cannot  be  rewarded  nor  punished  according  to  their  works, 
tintil  the  influence  those  wOTks  have  exerted  in  the  formation  of 
human  character  shall  be  fully  realized ;  and  this  will  not  be, 
until  human  probation  is  ended,  and  the  gospel  shall  be  preached 
to  sinners  no  longer.  5.  The  Jew3  believed  and  taught  the  doe- 
trine  of  a  future  judgment,  as  is  abundantly  evident  from  their 
historians  and  rabbinical  writings.  6.  This  doctrine  is  most  c^ 
piously  and  emphatically  taught  in  the  scriptures.  The  passam 
which  relate  to  this  sabje^  fix  the  time  of  its  occurrence  after 
thie  life^  and  denominate  it  the  day  oi  judg[ment — the  judgment  of 
the  great  day — the  judgment  to  come — the  judgment  seat  of  Christy 
Ste.  They  also  declare  God  hath  appointed  a  day  in  which  he 
will  judge  the  world — and  that  the  wicked  are  ^^re$trvtd  unto  the 
4lav  oi  judgment  to  be  punished." 

My  next  (16th)  argument,  is  founded  on  the  Bible  view  of  the 
fifMl  condition  of  the  sinner.  Under  this  head,  we  havedemonstm- 
led  from  scripmre,  1.  That  the  onngbteoos  shall  not  inherit  the 
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kingdom  o£  God,  or  of  Clwdt ;  that  tfeey  have  no  inheritanoe  tbere; 
that  they  shall  not  »ee  GoJ's  kingdom,  and  shall  not  enter  into  n. 
Bui,  if  theauMier  haa  no  inheritance,  and  cannot  aoquiro  any,  a 
foUowa  he  miwt  fail  of  final  holinwa  and  happineaa.  2,  W* 
hive  seen  that  the  scriptures  declare  the  wicked  have  th^r  po- 
tion in  that  worldly  and  tempoial  happiness  which  peftaioa  to 
thia  life,  and  thai  in  this  resfiet  they  are  distinguished  Itom  xW 
lightaoas,  who  have  their  chief  reward  ia the  life  tacoa^a.  3.  ll 
haa  also  appeared  that  the  BiWe  reveals  a^  place  of  fatura  pniuah- 
ment,  by  Uie  teni»  Sheol,  Ua^ea,  Gehenna,  4^d  Tartar  an,  as  well 
»hy  anarotdable  inference,  from  the  genecai  docirineaod  teach- 
ing of  scripture,  and  that  the  unrighteoua  are  consigned  to  this 
pboe  ot  punishment  when  they  leave  this  world.  4,  The  word 
of  God  r^piresents  the  condition  of  some  sinnera  ae  h4>p§i€M, 
Su  Sinners  arc  threatened  with  eternal  pnoishment,  aad  said  to  he 
in  danger  of  it,  which  would  be  very  inconsistent  and  improper, 
if  naauch  punishiaent  were  possible.  6.  The  future  puni^baeat 
of  the  wicked  ia  said  to  be  their  end^  their  porttot^  and  eHrt,mL 

My  17th  and  18th  arguments  hairing  been  presented  ia  my  las* 
speech,  are .60  fresh  in  the  nrcollectioa  of  the  audience^  that  thej 
nttd  not  be  referred  to  again,  by  way  of  recajHtulalion.  la  this 
revimo  of  my  coarse  of  argomoiton  this.queationr  1  have  ocsi&ted 
many  imporunt  pointa,  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  biit  the  audience 
have  badtheoQ  in  the  coarse  of  the.  debate,  and  thejr  will  all  be 
loond  in  detail  in  the  published  form  of  this  discussion*  lUkea 
«a.a  whole,  L  have  given  yon  a  chain  of  proola  which  cannot  be 
braken  by  any  efibrt,  etthier  of  logic  oc  sophielfy*  That  God's 
^iaiaoter>  worka^  government  and  word,  shoaU  famtsh  so  suay 
and  strong  proofs  of  the  truth  of  a  propositioB,  and  yet  that  pro* 
position:  be  fs^  may  be  SQgacded  a  moral  inopoanbiUty. 

To  break,  or  weaken  the  foroe  of  these  affiimative  proofs,  Mr. 
AJiatia  haa^preaanted)  die  following  ntgaiim  ooasideialioBa.  I. 
That.tha  doctrme  of  endleaa  punishiBsnt  ia  not  tan^phl  in  the  Oid 
Testament*  He  quotea  Mireial  authors  with  approbatioo»  who 
say  the  **  blessings  and  corses,"  promised  in  the  Old  Tcatameat, 
^Goawsted  altogether  of  wnidli^bmufiu  and  punitkm^tU*;'  aad 
yat  he  qnotes  from  the  same  writings  to  prove  the  /m«W  holiaets 
and  bi^piness  of  all  men  \  and  farther  states  thai  the  doctrine 
waaoootradicted  by  the  OldTestamant  writers,  thong b»  if  we  are 
to  belii^e  htm,  there  waa  no  mention  made  of  the  ea^ect.  la 
my  scriptnral  argument  1  hove  shown  that  the  doctrine  was 
tanghl  there^  in  various  ways,  and  that  the  Jewa  Moeodly  hs> 
lieved  it;  afact  which  Mt.  Austin  has  been  compelled  ftaaUy  lo  ad* 
mit.  2;  He  has  argued  that  endless  punishment  is  oppo!<ed  to  ihs 
dictates  of  reason.  To  sustain  this  position^  he  pioceeided  to  esak 
ceason  above  reflation.  On  this  point  he  took  the  ground  occe- 
piad  fa^r  everv  skeptic  in  the  land,  and  fnlly  jvslified  ' 
pcDcoiBesi    IlLmiatakonot^IJiaTeahown  botklhei 
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of  his  proposition,  and  the  ekeptical  character  of  h\n  reasoning*, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  every  candid  mind.  3.  [n  the  next  place  he 
insistd  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  of  heathen  ori^n. 
In  answer  to  this,  I  have  proved  that  the  heathen  themselves 
(Cicero,  and  one  or  two  others  excepted,  who  did  not  believe  in 
a  future  state  at  all,)  claimed  the  doctrine  in  common  with  other 
religious  truths,  as  a  revelation  from  heaven.  I  have  also  traced 
its  connection  with  God's  anciei  t  revelations  to  the  patriarchs. 
Moreover,  I  have  made  it  plain,  that  if  this  negative  argument 
have  any  force,  it  must  hear  with  equal  weight  against  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Divine  existence,  and  of  future,  endless  felicity,  since 
these  truths  were  believed  by  heathen,  and  were  of  heathen  ori- 

Sn,  in  the  same  sense  as  was  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend, 
is /(>ttr//t  negation  is,  that  it  violates  all  natural  sense  of  justice. 
His  fifth  is,  that  it  violates  that  fundamental  rule  of  God's  gov- 
ernment which  ordains  that  men  shall  be  punished  according  to 
their  deeJs.  The  weakness  and  folly  of  these  positions  have 
been  made  bO  apparent,  that  farther  remark  upon  the  point  is  un- 
called for>  Indeed,  these  two  points  embrace  only  one  idea,  which 
is  founded  in  assumption,  argued  in  sophistry,  and  contradicted 
by  scripture  and  matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  Austin*s  6th  negative  is,  that  endless  misery  destroys  all 
certainty  in  the  administration  of  rewards  and  punishments.  The 
bare  statement  of  this  is  a  sufficient  refutation.  It  comes  so  di- 
rectly in  contact  with  scripture,  that  it  is  a  wonder  the  gentleman 
ahould  mike  such  a  declaration.  While  it  is  asserted,  "God  is 
no  respecter  of  persona" — "  he  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  and 
be  that  believeth  not,  sfuill  be  damned,"  it  can  never  be  uncertain 
whether  the  righteous  will  be  rewarded,  or  the  wicked  punished. 
His  S3vsnth  is,  that  the  doctrine  for  which  I  contend,  makes  God's 
character  repulsive  to  the  better  feelings  of  the  human  heart. 
Of  course,  he  would  have  us  believe  that  the  better  feelings  of 
the  human  heart,  are  those  possessed  by  Universalists.  But  to 
make  out  his  case,  he  quotes  a  number  oi  authors  who  have  used 
strong  expressions  in  regard  to  God's  displeasure  towards  the  sin- 
ner. However  men  mav  have  represented  God^s  character,  I 
deny  that  the  doctrine  under  consideration  does,  when  viewed  in 
its  relations,  and  in  connection  with  the  reasons  for  it,  represent 
the  character  of  God  in  any  aspect  inconsistent  with  his  justice 
or  his  loVe.  An  1  indeeJ,  after  all  the  pains  laken  to  give  us  quota- 
tions from  orthodox  authors,  he  has  presented  nothing  more  strong;^ 
and  emphatic,  than  the  language  of  Jehovah  himself,  in  respect 
to  the  moral  desert  and  future  punishment  of  the  wicked.  The 
eis^'itk  negative  proof  is,  that  the  sentiment  to  which  he  stands 
opposed  makes  men  hard-hearted  and  cruel.  To  prove  this,  he 
quotes  Terlullian  an  1  two  or  three  others  who  have  employed 
extravagant  language  in  regard  to  the  final  perditioq  of  the  un- 
godly .     And  this  is  the  «um  of  his  proof.     While  on  the  other 
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hand,  the  most  of  what  is  praiseworthy  in  s^lf-denying  and  self- 
sacrificmg  e^rts  for  the  good  of  mankind,  temporarily  and  spir- 
itually, has  been  displayed  by  those  who  believed  the  unmcUj 
would  finally  perish.  But  for  the  blessing  of  God  on  their  l^K>rs, 
in  a  moral  sense,  the  Avorld  would  be  a  blank.  Mr.  Austin^ti 
ninth  is,  that  endless  punishment  destroys  the  parental  character 
ofCrod.  The  paternal  argument  has  been  amply  discussed  da- 
ring the  debate,  and  I  am  more  than  willing  to  submit  it  to  the 
juc^ment  of  the  audience  and  public. 

As  a  tenth  point  of  opposition  to  the  affirmative  of  this  question, 
Mr.  Austin  says  it  violates  the  moral  principles  Gk>d  has  enjoiaed 
on  his  creatures.     So  far  from  this,  we  have  seen  it  perfectly  cor- 
responds with  the  instruction  given  for  r^ulating  our  iatercoarBe 
with  each  other.   The  only  difference  is,  that  we  are  ail  in  the  same 
condemnation;  hence,  Goid  may  properly  assume  a   posdtion  in 
respect  to  us,  as  the  arbiter  of  human  destiny,  and  the  execnlor 
of  his  moral  laws,  which  we  cannot  assume  towards  each  other. 
The  eleventh  is,  Xhsii  it  makes  God  perpetuate  sin,  voluntary ff^ 
ne&llessly,  and  forever.     In  reply,  I  have  shouTi  that  this  objec- 
tion stands  with  all  its  force  against  Universalism,  with  the  addi- 
tion of  that  most  blasphemous  notion,  that  God  is  the  direct  au- 
thor of  sin,  though  it  is  in  opposition  to  his  nature  and  the  best 
interest  of  his  creatures.     The  tweifth  negative  argument  of  Mr. 
Austin  is,  that  it  makes  the  Deity  dependent  on  man  for  the  ac- 
complishment of  his  purposes.     In  answer,  I  think  I  made  it  ap- 
pear to  your  satisfaction,  that  this  objection  rests  upon  an  as- 
sumed and  false  view  of  God's  purposes,  and  also  that  he  refuted 
the  arpiment  himself,  by  proving  too  niu^h  by  it.     The  thhrteeiitk 
objection  of  the  gentleman  is,  that  the  amrmative  of  this  question 
dishonors  God,  and  disgraces  Christ.     Under  this  head  I  have 
turned  the  tables  upon  my  friend,  and  demonstrated  that  it  is  An 
theory  which  dishonors  God,  by  representing  that  he  not  only  cre- 
ated man  in  such  a  state  that  he  ^'/alls  into  blaspkemu^-'  but  actu- 
ally and  absolutely  subjects  him  to  it,  against  his  will — that  it  is 
his  system  that  disgraces  Christ,  by  representing  that  he  came  to 
save  men  from  that  to  which  his  own  Father  had  subjected  them 
against  their  will — by  representing  that  he  came  to  save  all  men 
in  their  final  state,  when  on  the  principles  of  that  system,  no  OEie 
was  ever  lost  in  any  such  sense — and  finally,  by  placing  him  in 
such  an  attitude,  that  neither  in  this  world  nor  in  the  world  to 
come,  is  he,  or  can  he  be,  the  Savior  of  all  men.     His  fourtecjitk 
negation  is,  that  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  is  not  fouad 
in  the  devotional  exercises  of  Bible  Christians.     In  reply,  it  has 
appeared  that  this  objection  is  fa^^^  in  fact,  and  that  if  allowed 
to  be  valid,  it  would  disprove  many  things  which  Mr.  Austin 
himself  pretends  to  believe.     JMy  ii'iQWii'sfftcerJh  negative  argn- 
ment  is,  that  it  consigns  nine  tenths  of  the  human  race  to  endless 
torments.    To  make  out  this  point,  he  assumes  that  all  infant* 
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mm  b6.1o0(,  bMMBBB  ike;  MMt  UtieTft^-tbti  all  idioU  a»d  ia* 
saae  persoas  mmU  be  concignful  to  perdkioa  for  the  eame  reaeon 
-*-ttnd  that  all  beatbea  must  fail  of  future  feUcUy,  beeaaee  they 
)Mve  not  the  written  word  and  preached  goepel.  Theee  are  dec* 
laratione  which  he  oaeht  to  know  to  be  perfectly  groundleee— 
in  direct  oppoeition  to  the  teachio^B  of  all  evangelieai  Chmttan^ 
aad  the  uainee^  and  frequently  repeated  statemente  of  Gkxl's 
word.  As  iofente  hare  never  sinned  pecBonaily,  they  are  all 
eaved  unconditionally  through  the  atonement — idiots  are  not  at 
all  responsible-^and  the  h^uhen  are  only  accountable  ^i  the 
■loral  advantage  they  poesese*  "■  In  every  natioA^  he  that  fear- 
tth  God  and  worketh  mbtousness  is  accepted  with  him.'^  The 
gjcntleman's  sixtuuth,  which  is  that  endless  punishneiit  consigns 
moral  men  t»  hell,  bears  with  as  much  force  against  limited  as 
endless  punishment^  in  proportion  to  its  duration.  Besides,,  it  as- 
sumes a  false  standard  of  morality,  and  overlooks  the  fact  that 
God.  is  no  respecter  of  persons.  Mr.  Austin^s  $mmititnth  a«i- 
live  argument  ailedges  that  the  affirmative  of  thisouestion  makes 
leli^on  a  matter  of  silfish  and  sordid  calculation.  Take  from  the 
above,  the  terms  »€lfidk  and  tordidf  and  to  what  remains  I  have 
no  objection.  I^  bave  sufficiently  vindicated  my  views  from  the 
charge  implied  in  this  negative  argument,  and  have  also  shown 
that  as  Universalism  lead«  men  to  cast  off  fear  and  restrain  prayer) 
it  is  open  io  one  of  the  most  serious  charges  which  Almidbity 
God  brings  against  the  enemies  of  truth  and  righteousness.  The 
^^A^eea/^  negative  argument  of  Mr.  Austin  is,  that  endless  pun- 
ishment destroys  the  peace  of  those  who  believe  it.  That  the  ex- 
posure of  our  fellow  men  to  misery  and  danger  of  any  kindy 
should  a£fect  our  minds,  is  not  stiange.  Were  our  minds  not 
susceptible  oi  such  a  feeUng,  we  should  be  insensible  to  those  mo- 
tives which  address  themselves  to  the  sympathies  of  our  nature) 
and  are  intended  to  engage  us  in  effi)rts  for  the  good  q(  mankinds 
But  these  feelings  afford  no  more  proof  against  TWurf,  than  prea- 
snt  punishment— against  that  which  is  enaU$$^  than  that  which  is 
lumUd  in  duration.  The  expressions  quoted  from  Saurin  and  Dr. 
Baxnes,  do  not  equal  in  the  intensity  of  the  feeling  they  disclose* 
those  made  by  some  of  the  inspired  writers  in  respect  to  the  moral 
condition  of  men.  Jeremiah  said,  **  Oh  that  my  head  were  wa- 
lera,  and  mine  eyes  a  fountain  of  tears,  that  I  might  weep  day 
and  night,''  &c.  St.  Paul  had  *^ great  heaviness  and  continual 
aorrow  in  his  heart."  Our  Lord  wept  over  Jerusalem )  and  on 
another  occasion,  declared,  ^^my  soul  is  exceeding  sorrowful) 
aven  unto  death."  What  a  pity  that  these  blinded  individuals 
Imu!  not  been  enlightened  by  Universalism.  Instead  of  weeping 
%ad  being  sorrowful,  thev  would  have  laughed  for  joy.  They 
would  have  seen  that  all  this  misery,  arising  from  depravity,  is, 
alter  aU,  a.  lint  moral  speculation^  which  is  being  manaf^  by  the 
VAiversal  Fathej;^  for  the  b^iefit  of  his  creaUu;s8»  in  whM:h  sin  and 
33* 
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eoftt^wmdifkg  mmotint  of  holiness  ani  happin^M. 

f n  me  gwitiefnaii's  tmrh  ft|>eecb,  I  find  very  little  worthy  of  w^ 
tenticni)  or  calling  for  reply,  save  a  few  fantastk  Unhnersali?t 
expositions  of  pcriptttre,  .n  wbieh,  aa  a  dernier  resort,  be  tbcs  i» 
the  destmetion  of  Jerusalem  for  relief  from  the  plaiti  ainl  fattihk 
teachings  of  those  passages  which  eannot  be  perrerted  in  »▼ 
othtfr  way.  I  really  do  not  know  what  Universalists  woaM  do, 
were  it  not  for  Jerasalem.  On  their  principles  of  interpretatioiit 
the  deMruction  of  Jenisaietti  is  the  key  to  the  whole  Bible— it  m 
it  is  the  principal  business  fA  revelation,  to  tell  the  world  of  te 
deelruction  of  Jerusalem.  The  great  pains  Mr.  Austin  has  takes 
in  hm  comment  on  2  Thess.  i.  0,  to  run  round  and  round  the  s«^ 
jeet,  and  objure  and  cover  up  the  plain  langua^  of  the  pssiaijff 
W^re  he  rentures  to  bring  out  his  otm  vmn^  w  itself  a  eusf*- 
eiotts  circumstance.  But* after  all,  hts^  explanation  €>(  it  na?* 
sttlteo  every  intelligent  mind^  as  so  perfe<^  unreaeoomhle  and 
ehHdiirtT,  that  to  name  it,  is  a  sufllcienl  refotttioa.  To  be  paa- 
ished  with  everlasting  destruction  from  the  presence  of  the  Loid 
and  the  ghyrr  of  his  power,  he  says,  is  to  be  banished  from  Jen* 
salem,  and  from  the  holy  tanrple.  where  6od*s  presence  wmeAr- 
lieffidfXo  be  manifested  in  a  peeoliar  mamier  to  bM  ehoaen  people 
That  isi,  the  Jews  who  resided  at  ThesaalontMu  a  heathen  eky,  were 
threatened  by  St.  Paul  with  eTerl«stin|^  banishment  from  the  pKs- 
ence  of  the  Lord  in  Jerusalem,  and  thts  threat  was  executed  when 
Jerusalem  was  destroyed  by  the  Roman  army,  long  after  the  dealb 
of  the-aposde,  and  many,  if  not  all  those  Jews  to  which  Mr.  Aas- 
tin  supposes  the  passage  refers.  This  is  truly  wonderful.  But 
the  gentleman  ihmks  his  view  is  favored  by  the  meaninr  of  the 
the  word'  alethron^  translated  destruction,  and  which  he  says 
meaiHi4  **pain,  suffering  of  any  description.'*  But  it  happens. 
Donnegan  defines  it,  *^  rtiin,  perditum^^  and  Clarke  on  the  saose 
word,  remarks  as  follows :  *^  What  this  everia$ting  d^termctftm 
consists-  in^  we  cannot  tell.  It  is  not  omiikilation,  m  their  ftezwr 
continues^  and  as  the  destruction  is  evtrliuting,  it  is  an  Vernal 
eonHtvMtnce  and  fresente  of  sub&tanUal  etU^  and  ah89ntt€faH  g«W, 
for  a  part  of  this  punishment  consists  in  being  banished  from  the 
pteuftee  t)/"*  the  Lcrrd — excluded  from  his  affrob0iion  for  ever ;  so 
that  the  light  of -lifs  countenance  can  be  no  more  enjoyed,  aa  tbeie 
will  be-«n  eternal  impossibility  of  ever  being  reconciled  to  him* 
I  should  not  have  quoted  Clarke  on  this  point,  direct  and  relevant 
as  his  lanj;uare  is,  if  Mr.  Austin  had  not  used  his  name  in  coa* 
nection  with  the  subject,  and  thus  attempted  to  make  him  respon- 
sible for  an  exposition  of  scripture,  which  he  would  re^rd  as 
violating  cornmon  sense,  the  established  rules  of  BR>le  cnrieism, 
and'as-  ^  iig  in  itself,  unnatural  and  foolish  in  the  extreme.  FW^ 
ther  on  this  point  we  have  only  to  say:  1.  The  apostle  rays, 
•^ToyOQWhoaretroubled,  rsiM^irA^va."    Naithar  the  afoatW 
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t1$       nor  odier  Christians  liad  nsi  in  that  a^,  from  perBMUtionft  and 
n  thbulattons.     The  rest  to  whicl^  they  were  directed,  wa«  tbeir  fn- 

-#*  t  ire  ncBTenly  inheritance.  2.  He  farther  adds — •*  When  the  Lord 
^ft  Jesu»  shal!  he  revealed  from  heaven,  with  his  mig:hty  an^Js  in 
^.  fUming  tire."  We  might  as  weil  look  for  a  full  explanation  of 
j:i  this  language  in  the  destruction  of  Rome,  as  the  destruction 
y^  of  Jerusalem^ :  especially  as  connected  with  the  punishment  of  the 
.ly  inhabitants  of  Tb^esalonica.  d.  ^^Takine  vengeance  on  them  that 
\  kiK)w  not  Go.1  and  obey  not  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ." 
yi  It  is  probable  the  perssffotins:  Jews  were  intiuded  in  this  reference 
y,  to  the  ungodly,  but  the  description  answers  jnore  particularly  to 
,•  thsi  ungoiiy  perseeuting  Gentiles — *'  those  who  know  not  God, 
I  an  1  obey  not  the  gospel.^*  There  is  no  reference  to  the  Jews,  as 
t  distinguished  from  other  sinners.  4.  Thia  vengeance  was  to  be 
^  executed  ""^when  he  shall  come  to  be  gloritied  in  his  saints,  »nd 
to  be  a  Imired  in  till  tkem  that  believe'* — which  event  has  not  yet 
'  taken  place,  and  will  not  until  he  shall  consummate  the  purposes  ol 

the  gospel  dispensation.  The  gentleman  says  his  view  is  correb' 
orated  by  Hammond  and  other  commentators.  But  he  has  fur- 
nished no  proof  of  this,  and  if  he  takes  the  same  liberty  with 
Hammond  that  he  does  with  Clarke,  we  have  no  reason  to  sup- 

See  Hammond  gives  him  any  support  whatever.  It  is  probable 
r.  Austin  takes  his  authorities  from  **  Page's  Selections.'*  This 
au^ior  does  not  scruple  to  garble  and  misrepresent  the  viewB  of 
orthodox  commentatorsf  as  often  as  it  suits  his  purpose.  FinaHy, 
Mr.  Austin  overturns  all  he  has  said  in  explanation  ol  this  pas* 
sage,  by  the  use  be  afterwards  makes  of  the  term  dmtroyed.  He 
quotes  (Aev.  xx.  14,)  ^  Death  and  Hell  were  cast  into  the  lake  of 
ftre,"  i.  e.,  '*  were  destroyedy  Now,  if  destruction  in  this  case  is 
perpetual  and  irretrmfa6U,  as  I  contend  it  is,  and  as  Mr.  Austin 
admits,  it  remains  for  nitn  to  show  why  it  does  not  mean  the  same 
in  Thess.  1  9,  and  why  he  does  not  agree  with  Hammond,  who 
says,  everlasting  destruction,  in  this  place^  means  ^^  utter  deatruc* 
turn.''''  Moreover,  as  hell  is  to  be  destroyed  without  remedy,  by 
bein^  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire,  according  to  Mr.  Austin's  own 
adnussion,  it  follows  that  die  being  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire  men- 
tioned in  the  next  (15th)  verse*  implies  a  destruction  equally  ir- 
remediable. Now,  as  he  insists  that  **rf«rfmc(ton"  signifies  **  pain, 
soffisring  of  an;  description/'  it  is  plain  from  his  own  reasoning, 
that  those  whose  names  are  ^  not  written  in  the  book  of  life," 
and  are  therefore  **  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire,"  are  doomed  to  in- 
terminable pain  and  suffering.  That  is,  his  own  reasoning  sup- 
ports the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment 

On  the  sin  a^nst  the  Holy  Ghost,  I  need  only  make  a  remark 
or  two  in  addition  to  what  I  have  said  elsewhere.  1.  Mr.  Aus- 
tin connects  the  name  of  Clarke  with  his  exposition  of  Matt,  and 
l^rk,  on  this  point,  and  asks  whether  Methodist  clergymen  have 
ever  firvn  their  people  ih«  views  bf  their  own  Dr.  Clarke.    His 
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object  in  tfaia  is  to  eonrey  the  imprenuon  tbftt  Ckrke  sn^aiiis  hw 
explanatioa.    But  nothing  can  be  more  labe«    Oar  people  tbc^ 
Clarke  for  themselves:   tnotisanils  of  copies  of  his  conuoeatarj 
are  found  in  their  libraries,     darkens  views  are,  in  the  maioY  mj 
▼iews,  on  this  and  most  other  theological  points,  and  so  tbej  are 
the  views  of  Methodists  generally.     And  on  the  the  «in  m^inm 
the  Holy  Ghost,  he  clearly  sustains  the  doctrine  of  endless  pun* 
ishmeat.     Uis  langua^  is,  '^  Even  personal  reproaches,  rerilia,<fl^ 
persecutions  against  Christ,  were  remissible ;   but  biasphemy,  or 
u&piou0  speaking  against  the  Holy  Spirit,  was  to  have  no/argtvr^ 
ness:^    And  the  language*  ^'  neither  in  this  world,  neither  in  the 
world  to  come,"  which  ne  says  is  equivalent  to  ^*  neither  in  this 
dtspensation,  neither  in  the  dispensation  to  come,^'  he  regards  aa 
a  stion^  method  of  affirming  the  hopeless  condition  of  sach  sta* 
ners.     If  sinners  such  as  are  there  described  have  no  forgive* 
ness  under  the  Jewish  or  Christian  dispensation*  it  followa  they 
have  no  forgiveness  in  this  world,  and  if  fofgiven  at  aJl,  it  mast 
be  under  some  dispensation  in  the  future  world,  which  is  nol 
identified  with  the  Christian  dispensation,  and  of  which  we  have 
no  information.     If  Mr.  Austin  will  develope  any  such  means  ol 
f orffiveness  and  restoration,  we  shall  be  bound  to  «iihmtt  the  oaas. 
2.  But  Clarke  says  the  word  nevsr^  found  in  Mark  iii.  29,  is  not 
found  in  soma  ancient  manuscripts.     This  is  true.     But  does  he 
ra.y  it  ought  to  be  left  out  ?     He  mentions  the  fact,  to  show  that 
those  manuscripts  are  d^Uient,  and  to  call  attention  to  the  word 
never,  as  an  essential  part  of  the  true  text,  and  as  necessary  to 
he  sense  of  the  passage.     The  word  nmmr  is  also  necessary  to 
nake  the  sense  of  the  passage  correspond  with  the  parayel  place 
n  Matt.  xii.  29.     The  force  of  this  passage  cannot,  by  anv  fair 
iieans«  be  explained  away.    All  the  facts  and  circumstances  being 
;onsidered,  tne  conclusion  of  Tholuck  is  fully  sustained,  vie: 
'^  What  Christ  says  concerning  it,  (sin  a^inst  the  Holy  Ghost,) 
seems  clearly  to  imply  a  degree  of  opposition  against  Holy  truth, 
which  leads  to  eternal  unhappiness.^^ 

Heb.  yi.  4-6,  on  which  Mr.  Austin  has  commented  at  length, 
does  not  refer  to  common  cases  of  backsliding  at  all.  Hence,  all 
he  has  said  of  my  denpng  one  of  the  distinguishing  traits  of 
Methodism,  is  perfect  nonsense.  I  adduced  the  passage  to  show 
that  the  scriptures  represent  the  oondition  of  some  sinners  as  hope*' 
less.  Clarke  says  the  passage  refers  to  ^  apostates  from  Chris- 
tianity :  to  such  as  reject  the  whole  Chrutitm  ^chmnty  and  its  an* 
thor,  the  Lord  Jesus."  He  farther  adds — "  the  design  of  these 
solemn  words  is  evidently  to  show  the  Hebrews  that  apostacy 
from  the  highest  degrees  of  grace  was  possible ;  and  that  those 
who  were  highest  in  the  fa?or  of  God,  might  sin  a^nst  him, 
lose  it,  and  perish  everlastingly.'^  The  reason  why  it  was  or  is 
impossible  to  renew  such  characters  to  repentance,  is  found  in 
their  rejection  of  Christ,  ^*  the  Lord  that  bo]|ght  thtm^'^  inthout 
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vhose  •fficaeious  blood,  no  Biiiner  can  be  saved.  ,Mr.  Pagt,  the 
renowned  aathor  of  the  "  Seleetions,''  gives  a  rare  speoimon  of 
his  candor  in  qaoting  from  Clarke  on  this  passage.  Passing  over 
ail  he  says  on  the  main  subject,  in  which  the  Dr.  asserts  the  iinal 
perdition  of  the  ungodly  in  the  most  emphatic  manner,  he  gives 
a  part  of  what  he  says  on  the  words,  ^'  nigh  unto  cursing,"  in  the 
8th  verse,  as  being  applicable  to  the  Jewish  people  about  to  be 
cursed  of  God.  It  is  in  this  way  that  Universalist  writers  obtain 
concessions  from  the  orthodox. 

Malt,  xxiii  33»  Mark  ix.  43>and  Jude  6,  Mr.  Austin  refers  to  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem.  So  the  question,  *^how  can  ye  es- 
cape  the  damnation  of  hell  ?^  means,  how  can  ye  escape  the  de* 
Btruction  of  Jemaalem  ?  ^*  It  is  better  to  enter  into  life  maimed, 
than  having  two  hands,  to  go  into  hell,  into  the  fire  that  never 
shall  be  quenched,  where  their  worm  dieth  not,  and  the  fire  is  not 
qnenched,*'  means,  you  had  better  part  with  your  valuable  posses- 
sions, wkkh  offend  ycmy  and  be  Christians,  than  be  involved  in 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem<  So,  also,  the  **  angels  vrho  kept 
not  their  first  estate,  but  left  their  own  habitations,  and  are  re- 
urved  in  everlasting  chains,  under  darkness,  unto  the  judgment 
of  the  great  day,"  the  gentleman  tells  us,  are  certain  apostate 
earthly  messengers,  who  were  reserved  to  the  destruction  of  Jeru- 
aalenv.'  When  our  Ix)rd  admonishes  his  disciples,  (Matt.  x.  29,) 
*«  Fear  not  them  which  kill  the  body,  but  are  not  able  to  kill  the 
soul :  but  rather  fear  him  which  is  able  to  destroy  both  soul  and 
body  in  h«ll,''  he  means,  that  God  is  able  **  to  destroy  (annihilate) 
both  soul  and  body  in  the  midst  of  the  dreadful  fires  of  Gehenna." 
And  though  God  never  did  any  such  thing,  and  never  intended  to, 
yet  our  Lord  addressed  this  admonition  to  them,  *Uo  inspire  them 
with  co«rage  and  confidence,  in  the  midst  of  the  perils  by 
which  they  would  be  surrounded  in  proclaiming  the  gospel."  I 
have  not  referred  to  these  explanations  of  scripture  by  my  oppo- 
nent, with  any  view  of  replying.  I  will  not  insult  the  good  sense 
of  this  intelligent  audience,  by  attempting  a  formal  refutation  of 
that  which  refutes  itself.  My  object  in  alluding  to  them  at  all, 
is  to  show  you  how  they  look,  when  stripped  of  the  verbiage 
and  rhetoric  with  which  the  gentleman  has  striven,  though  with 
poor  success,  to  cover  up  their  ridiculous  deformity.  I  have  not 
the  least  fear  that  any  honest,  inteliigenl  mind,  familiar  with  the 
scriptures,  will  be  deceived  bv  such  interpretations.  On  that 
class  of  scripture  passages  which  relate  to  the  kingdom  of  God, 
of  Christ,  and  of  hecnen,  and  the  exclusion  of  the  ungodly 
therefrom,  I  find  I  have  compelled  Mr.  Austin  to  abandon  the- gen- 
eral ground  of  Univ^rsalism.  The  position  taken  ^nerally.  not 
to  say  universally,  by  the  supporters  of  modern  Uiuversalism,  is» 
that  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  of  heaven,  from  which  sinnen  are 
excluded,  is  confined  to  this  life  ;  hence,  has  no  bearing  on  the  fu* 
tore  condition  of  mas.    Bul»  fvom  the-argoment  I  have  prciented 
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IbnATfew.  ke  Therefore  abandons  it,  and  novr  lak^tb^  gm«n  ihmi 
rtic  kinHmn  af  Qo^  is  ihe  ••  same,  both  in  this  world  and  the 
next.'*  Naw  fet  the  gentleman  attenl  to  the  foilo^'ing  CAt«4(i,!er- 
atran^  :  I .  The  kin^  lom  of  God  or  of  heaven  is  open  lo  all  mmwT% 
o»  earth ;  any  man  mny  enter  it  by  repentance  anit  fahh  Hencp, 
the  script iire>i  never  sav  that  the  an^olly  sh:ill  not  inherit  tb':» 
king  lom  in  its- earthly  smte,  but  attare  invited  to  enter  aiH  inber- 
it  its  hlesi^ings.  When  the  scriptures  say  the  nn^odly  ethalt  not 
see  — *hafl  not  eniei — shall  not  inherit,  and  hav-  no  ifiheritiince 
in  th«  kinf^lom  of  Go  ^  they  refer  to  the  kin<doin  in  its  foturp  an^ 
eefe.^ml  state.  S.  Christians  who  are  already  in  Ihie  kfn^oai  rm 
earthy  are  said  to  bo  heirs  of  this  kingdom  in  its  fotvre  and  b««v« 
enly  male.  They  are^*  kept  by  the  povrw  of  God,  thvoofrh  f«ith 
nnlo  salvation,"  and  **pre9*rm(f  uno  his  heavenly  kingfom/*  (4 
Tim.  iv.  18.)  But  nothin^^  of  thi^  kind  is  ever  said  of  the  wi^lre*!* 
but,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  repeatedly  said  they  shall  fiot  enter  info 
it,  nOr  iriherK  it.  3.  There  is  no  intimation  any  where  in  the  Bi- 
ble* that  those  who  do  not  eater  this  ktng«lom  on  eartb.  wiH 
be  allowed  to  enter  it  hereafter.  The  natdre  of  the  gospel,  the 
CDoditionaliiy  of  sahretton,  the  aaakigy  of  nature,  and  the  docs 
trine  of  homan  probation,  unitediv  and  emphatically  decide  to  the 
contrary.  4.  And  aU  this  is  confirmed  by  the  plain  and  tx^rrtm 
language  of  the  scripttires.  Matt.  v.  20^*'  Not  every  one  that 
eatth  unto  me,  Lord«  Lonl,  shall  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heav- 
en ;  but  he  that  doeth  the  will  of  my  Father  which  is  in  heaven. 
ManVx^will  say  nato  me  in  that  dntf,  LoM^  Lofd,  have  we  not 
propkesied  in  thy  name,  and  in  thy  name  cast  out  devil«?  and  in 
thy  name  done  many  wonderful  works?  And  then  will  I  pro- 
fess unto  them,  I  never  knew  yon;  depart  frofm  me«  yethsC  wmk 
aiquity.*^  Lnke  xiii  24  In  answer  to  the  question,  are  there 
few  that  be  saved,  our  Lord  says,  ** strive  to  enter  in  at  the  strait 
gate,  for  many  will  seek  to  enter  in  and  shall  not  be  able.  When 
once  the  master  of  the  house  hath  risen  up,  and  tk^t  to  tke  door^ 
(of  entrance  into  this  kin^om  by  repentance  and  foqpvenefw) 
and  ye  begin  to  stand  without  and  to  knock  at  the  door,  saying.  Lord, 
Lord,  oftn  unto  Us ;  and  he  shall  answer  and  say  nnto  >*oa,  I 
know  yon  not  whence  ye  are."  Verse  28—"  Thei«  shall  be 
weeping  ami  gnashing  of  teeth,  when  ye  shall  see  Abraham  and 
Isaac  and  Jacob, and  all  the  prophets,  in  the  kiiigdom,  of  God.  and 
yon,  yourselves,  thnift  oat.**  Clafrke  saya  thiis  ahatttng  of  the 
door,  and  what  follows,  refere  tti  the  day  of  final  judgment.  5tee 
his  comment  on  Matt.  viii.  12,  and  vii.  22^.  Theparableof  the 
ten  virgins  teaches  thnt  some  wilt  be  excluded  from  the  kingdom 
of  heaven  hereafter  MiOt  xxv.  34.  in  describing  the  inal  conee- 
quencea  of  piety  in  this  wor M,  our  Lord  says,  **  Come  ye  blessed 
of  *my  Father,  inherit  the  king.fom  prepared  for  yoa  from  the 
fdondatio9  of  thewwMv**  butat  the  ante  tun*  he  saya  lo  tlia 
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wickel,  "depart  from  me,  yecorsM,  \^ti%  eVeHwtHis  fir^,  ptt^AteA 
^^^  ior  the  cleril  ami  his  an^tk"    Mr  Aastin   says,  if  I  wiH  shhw 

"-'"  that  any  are  in   sin   and   misery  after  the   period   aHnJed   to  in 

'*^'  Philipp  (ii.  lO-ll.)  he  wili  abandon  his  doctrine.     I  have  al- 

''•  reidy  shown  this,  by  prbvin^  the  existence  of  punishment  sub- 

*  sequent  to  the  general   resurrection   and   the  general  jtidsrment 

'"  which   will  not  occur   until   the   termination   of  the  mediatorial 

'  kin^om. 

' "  Mr.  Austin  professes  1o  be  astonished  at  my  want  of  informa- 

tion respecting  the  •*  SibyHine  Oracles."    And  yet   be  acknowl- 
■»  ^edges  iImj  substance  of  what  I  contend  foj — rh :  that  these  Ora- 

cles were  extant  before  the  trme  of  Christ.     1  have  given  the  tes- 
»  tlmony  of  Horsley»  and  better  need  not  be  sought.     Also  of  Ori- 

rr  f?en.  who  even  denies  that  they  were  corrupted  by  Christian**! — ' 

.^  Perhaps  no  author  has  written  more  critically  on  the  subject  than 

.r  Dr.  Prideaux,  and  he  contends  that  the  Oracles  used  by  Christians 

r  were  u  collection  from  those  which  existed  h^ore  Christ's  day, 

^>  though  probably  somewhat  corrupted,  so  as  to  suit  their  purpose. 

->:  I  know  the  subject  is  in  dispute  among  the  learned,  but  the  weight 

c  of  testimony,  as  well  as  the  reason  of  the  case,  decide  in  favor 

.♦  of  the  view  [  have  taken.     An  entire  forgery  would  defeat  the 

,.»  o+iject  they  had  in  view ;  but  a  collection  of  the  genuine  Oraeles, 

<  even  though  tbev  were  somewhat  interpolate!},  might  be  employed 

to  convince  the  Keathen  of  the  truth  or  Christianity.    The  whole' 
•  subject,  however,  is  of  little  consequence  in  its  bearings  upon  the 

merits  of  this  discussion. 
Let  us  now  notice  a  few  things  in  the  gentleman's  last  speeeh. 
^  Our  attention  here  will  be  mainly  directe:!  to  his  reply  to  my  ar- 

gument on  aion  and  aionios.     Mr.  Austin  says  these  wortHi  do 
(  not  mean  endless  duration,  unless  the  nature  of  the  stibj^ct  re* 

I  qiiire  such  signification.    But  I  have  proved  that  their  primary 

(  grammatical  signification  is,  always  being,  by  the  phikdogy  of  the 

f  word,  and  the  testimony  of  the  best  scholars.     The  meaning  of 

the  word  ifseif,  without  regard  to  its  applications,  is,  always  being** 
,  or  duration  wKhout  end.     Hence,  tne  rule  for  understanding  its 

f  meaning,  in  the  various  applications  it  has,  is  directly  the  revtrse 

of  that  named  by  the  gentleman.  \t  aiways  ^igni^ee  endiess  du' 
ration,  unless  the  nature  of  the  tubjt^t  to  which  it  is  applied  re- 
quires  a  diflerefit  meaning.  And  I  insist,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
nature  of  baninhment  from  the  presence  of  Ood,  destrtttfion,  per* 
dition  or  punishment^  as  threatened  against  the  sinner  in  the  fu- 
ture state,  which  r«^>e^  the  limited  signification,  any  more  thaiV' 
there  is  in  the  happiness,  glory,  and  salvation  of  the  righteooi.— 
The  same  reasons  which  would  make  the  signification  limited  in 
one  case,  would  make  it  limited  in  the  other  also.  But  the  gen* 
tleme^n  thinks,  allowing  my  rule  to  be  correct,  he  has  shown  pun- 
ishment to  be  an  ^xeeptic^i  by  proving  it  to  be  r^onmUori^  In» 
deed  !  when  and  where  has  he  proved  that  ail  punishmeni  i«'  ve- 
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fonutorf  I    I  deny  that  1m  has  f ufmshed  any  Mch  ppoof.     Wte( 

of  the  A.Qtedilavian»,  Sodomites.  Eg3rptiaQ8»  Kombkes — what  of 
Timri  and  Cozbi,  Ananias  and  Sap{>hira-~of  those  who  ore  **de«- 
trojed  without  remedjp"^-**  who  utterly  perish  ia  their  own  cor- 
ruptions*'— **  to  whom  is  reserved  the  blackness  of  darkness  for- 
ever  ?"  and  what  of  those  who  are  east  in  the  lake  of  fire  ?  which 
the  geatleman  himself  says  implies  utt<£r  destruction.*     I    hare 
seen  no  proof,  any  where,  that  punishment,  in  any  of  these  caacA* 
is  reformatory.    But«  on  the  contrary,  I  hare  seen  maeh   proof 
that  men  grow  worse  and  worse  under  the  penal  dispeDsalioiis  of 
God.    My  friend  says  farther,  punishment  must  be  an  excepcion, . 
because  God  ^^  will  not  cast  oft  nor  contend  (punish)  forever.*' — 
But  he  has  lost  the  benefit  of  this  passage  in  any  ^sptct  of  the 
case,  by  the  meaning  he  attaches  to  forever.    He  says  the  Crreek, 
translated    everlasting,   forever,  means  age-lasting;    hence   the 
meaning  is,  God  will  not  cast  off*  with  an  age-lasting  punishawnL 
There  are  many  nlaces  where  Grod  says  he  will  east  off  forever — 
the  wicked  shall  be  banished  from  his  presence  /oreoer-^«hall  go 
away  into  everlasting  punishment,  and  so  on.     By  what  rmle  does 
the  gentleman  determme  that  forever  means  time  tckJkatii  end, 
when  God  says  he  will  not  cast  off  forever,  but  limited  time^  whea 
he  says  he.  will  cast  off  forever  ?    Can  any  one  tell  ?    My  friend's 
talk  about  a  lar^e  tree  and  large  piuy  is  silly  in  connection  with  a 
subject  of  this  kind.     What  the  gentleman  says  of  the  etymok^^ 
of  aion,  leaves  it  just  where  I  had  placed  it    The  examplee  m 
the  use  of  aei,  which  he  adduces  from  the  New  Testament,  so  far 
from  weakening,  do  actually  strengthen  the  position  1  had  taken, 
and  the  gentleman  will  please  accept  my  thanks  for  saving  me 
the  trouble  of  fortifying  my  argument  by  those  examples.     Every 
one  of  the  places  to  which  he  has  referred,  adords  proof  that  aei 
in  itself,  means  endUse,  and  can  only  be  unaerstood  in  a  limited 
sense  as  to  duration,  whtre  the  citcumstancea  and  nature  of  the 
subject  resliainwnd  limit  the  aiguification,  as  they  do  in  these  ex- 
amples.   And  this  he  himself  allows,  by  saying  it   means*  *  am- 
stantly,^  *  uninterruptedly,*    If  it  refer  to  a  night's  sleep,  it  means 
the  sleep  is  uninterrupted  during  the  night     If  it  fefer  to  aay 
thing  identified  with  human   life»  it  means  during  human  life. — 
When  it  is  applied  to  the  punishment  of  the  sinner  in  eternity,  it 
means  dwing  eternity,  that  is,  duration  withoat  end ;  and  this  it 
always  signifies,  unless  its  meaning  be  clearly  limited  by  the  aa* 
ture  of  the  subject.    The  quotation  taken  from  a  heathen  poet  al* 
so  confirms  the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  word  aion,  and  its  com- 
ponent elements. 

Mr.  Austin  attempts  to  show  a  contradiction  between  the  au- 
thor quoted  by  me,  and  Prof.  Stuart,  as  to  the  number  of  times 
in  which  aion  is  applied  to  future  punishment  in  the  New  Testa- 
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mant.  Bat  allowing  they  difi«r  as  to  the  number  of  inttances, 
thia  alters  not  the  case,  since  they  do  not  differ  as  to  the  thing, — 
They  both  assert  the  word  is  so  applied,  and  seven  clear  exam- 
ples are  as  good  as  a  thousand.  But  allowing  Stuart  to  say  in 
substance  what  Mr.  Austin  alledges,  it  does  not  follow  there  is  any 
discrepancy  between  these  authors.  As  ihtm  are  many  more 
than  seven  places  in  which  future  punishment  is  directly  or  indi- 
rectly taught  in  connection  with  aion,  the  probability  is,  that  one 
of  these  authors  embraces  in  his  calculation  only  ont  class  o(  these 
scriptures,  while  the  other  embraces  them  all.  [  hare  not  vouch- 
ed for  the  exact  correctness  of  my  author's  table,  but  I  have  ex- 
amined it  sufficiently  to  know  that  it  is  generally  correct,  and 
that  there  are  more  than  seven  places  in  which  oton  is  used  in 
connection  with  future  punishment.  But  Mr.  Austin  denies  that 
aion,  or  aionios  is  applied  to- future  punishment  at  all  in  the  scrip* 
tures.  What  should  be  thought  of  a-  declaration  of  this  kind  in 
the  nineteenth  century  ?  Prof.  Stuart,  and  a  thousand  others, 
whose  learning  and  honesty  are  alike  above  suspicion,  hold  up 
to  the  world  tl^  blundering  ignorance— *no,  not  the  ignorance,  for 
some  of  them  know  better — the  barefaced  imposition  of  the  cham- 
pions of  Umversalism,  in  misleading  their  people  by  such  ground- 
less assertions. 

Mr.  Austin  seems  not  a  little  displeased  that  I  should  have  pre- 
sumed to  refute  some  of  his  arguments  before  they  were  offered, 
and  he  calls  it  answering  a  matter  before  I  hear  it.  But  does  he 
sttppoie  these  arguments  originated  with  himself.  Indeed,  far 
from  this.  The  same  arguments  presented  here,  I  have  h^^rd  re- 
peated, and  read  in  books  on  Universalism  many  times  before. — 
There  is  but  oue  stereotyped  coarse  for  all  advocates  of  this  sys^ 
tem,  contradictory  in  itself,  and  connected  with  a  thousand  in- 
stances of  twisting  and  turning.  It  was  an  easy  matter  to  antici- 
pate the  gentleman  in  his  arguments,  since  I  knew  as  well  before- 
hand as  afterward,  precisely  where  he  was  coming  out. 

As  to  the  five  words  found  in  the  New  Testament,  to  **  express 
endless  duration,'*  1  have  already  considered  the  bearing  they  have 
on  the  subject  under  discussion.*  We  need  only  add  here  that 
all  these  worda  except  one,  are  compounded  with  a  negative; 
hence,  in  their  primary  state,  they  express  a  meaning  directly  con- 
trary to  what  they  do  in  their  compound  state,  and  only  express 
ideas  of  duration  indirectly,  and  in  a  negative  way.  Moreover, 
their  proper  use  is  to  designate  qmUitiei  of  substances,  and  not 
ideas  of  time  or  duration,  only  as  such  ideas  are  necessarily  im- 
plied by  the  nature  ot  the  subject.  But  aion  and  aionios  have  no 
other  proper  use,  except  to  convey  ideas  of  duration.  The  other 
word  referred  to^  is  dienekes,  componnded  of  dia,  divine,  sptrituai, 
or  celestial,  and  enckes,  continued,  extended.     The  idea  conveyed 

'Pagers 


yGooQle 


ist  thvit  tboae  who  are  perfected,  by  Chriati  enjoy  oniBtermpCcd 
apirituai  life.  It  reiiuires  little  (Jiacernm»iU  to  see  that  tbi»  word 
cattQot  be  properly  applied  to  punishment.  The  eShn  Mr.  Ass- 
tin  makes  to  give  the«e  words  the  precedence  of  aioo,  tn  tb^r 
adaptation  to  express  ideaft  of  duratiua,  can  have  no  oihef  elfect 
than  io  expose  him  to  the  ridicule  of  all  iineek  and  Bioftieai 
Boholars. 

Aft9r  many  glaring  and  inexcusable  instances  of  misrepreaea- 
tation,  to  which  it  were  useless  to  reply,  since  the  a^ne  thicif 
will  be  done  again,  the  first  opportaaity ;  and  after  much  ofiao^re 
language  to  me  personally^  whirh  it  were  degfadiag  to  notice  as 
it  daservesi  the  gentleman  makes  another  assertion,  entirely  na- 
supported  by  any  thing  I  have  said.  He  says  that  I  insist  that 
the  '^Graek  vvord  «is.  in  connection  withaion,  cu^  to  its duraiioa.'* 
Mr.  Austin  knows  I  ha<re  not  said,  nor  inteoded  to  say,  any  soch 
thing.  My  language  is,  <bat  eis  marhs  the  scope  and  extent  ol 
meanii^;.  Nor  have  I  raid,  as  Mr.  Austin  would  have  you  be- 
lieve, that  eii  is  found  in  every  place  where  aion  most  mean  eter- 
nal. The  fact  to  which  I  alluded,  and  which  is  worthy  of  at« 
tentioa,  is,  that  ei»  is  usually  found  in  those  sentences  wber«  otos 
means  eteruaU  but  that  it  is  not  found  where  the  significalion  m 
clearly  limited.  I  have  not  said,  however,  that  aton  t<  tisturif 
Umite-l  in  its  signification  in  every  place  where  tis  is  nbt  found, 
as  Mr.  Austin  asserts.  This  is  another  of  his  pervernom,  I  hope 
inalvertent.  If  Mr.  AuMin  had  been  as  willing  to  onderrand 
my  argument,  as  he  seems  to  be  to  pervert  and  mi«tapply  it,  he 
would  have  seen  that  I  claim  only  60  instances  in  which  this  con* 
sirtictiott  is  found,  while  the  instances  in  which  aion  mast  have 
the  unlimited  significalioQ,  are  much  more  numerous.  The  fores 
of  tbisafgument  is  as  follows: — The  word  eis  is  never  found  in 
connection  with  aion,  except  where  this  term  has  the  endless  sig- 
nification^  But  it  is  found  repeatedly  where  aion  is  applied  to  fo* 
tare  punishment,  and  this  particular  construction  stxsngtheas  the 
argument  for  endless  punishment 

In  language  so  unworthy  of  the  gentleman,  and  of  the  plaee  he 
occupies  during  thixdvteustion^  that  1  know  not  how  fitly  to  char* 
acterize  it,  Mr.  Austin  charges  me  with  a  **  mean  attempt  to  cast 
dii^paragement  upon  owt  of  the  most  learned  and  worthy  authors 
of  our  country  ''  What  is  the  matter  I  Why,  t  quoted  {mm  the 
Universalist  Almanac,  language  which  the  editor,  A.  B.  Grodi, 
gives  to  his  realer»,  on  the  authority  of  H.  Ballon,  2d,  author  of 
the  **  Ancient  History  of  IJniversalism,"  to  which  he  say^^ — **  A. 
D.  415.  Augustine,  a  lutinist,  was  the  fir«t  writer  who  aseened 
that  the  Grt-ek  word  aion  and  its  derivatives,  forever,  everiaf»iog, 
$tc.,  meant  enJlus^^  iluration  '' — (Universaiint  Almanac,  184A«  pa^^ 
34.)  Did  Mr.  B'lllou  say  tbis«  or  anything  like  it?  If  not.  ibeo 
Mr.  Grosh  hn  misrepresented  his  frieiul.  an  J  is  wo.  thy  of  cen. 
a  are.     Did  Mr.  Austin   know  of  this  passage  ?    If  so,  why  that 
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grounJIess  assertion,  aed  tliosc  offnstTe  terms.'  I  leova  the 
•a^«^ct  tu  work  Uh  own  evplaiiation. 

Mr.  A«:ilin  says  il  id  ritiicuioiLs  for  me  to  quote  Dr.  Clarke. 
WeU*  it  is  eqiKtUy  ri  iioulous  for  bim  to  quote  (^hxI win  ani  other* 
iotemi^d  h>  sustainiac  UiiiTersalism,  sometimes  giving^  them 
oradil  and  some&imes  oot.  I  have  as  much  cnii^Jence  in  several 
other  M.  xhotiiM  aulhors  as  I  have  ia  Clarke,  hut  I  tuwe  not  qnoted 
th^m.  I  shoukl  rarely  have  quoted  Ciarke*  perhaps  not  at  ail,  if 
Mf  Austin  bad  not  taken  so  much  pains  to  paraile  him  before  the 
audMAce.  Under  the  circuTLstancett,  it  was  perfectly  proper  for 
me  to  quote  him.  1 .  To  show  that  my  opponent  has  f[;ar(>led  aod 
mitfrepresente  1  hie  views.  2.  To  show  that  Clarke  makes  no  cob* 
cessions  to  Universalism.  3.  To  fortify  my  own  positions  by 
Mte  testimony  of  a  man  of  such  ackoowleilged  ability  and  exten- 
flive  erudition — whose  mind  was  iufinitely  above  that  )ow  trickery 
^y  which  the  system  of  Univei^aliam  is  generally  supported.  It 
is  not  wonderful  that  the  gentleman  is  displeased  in  being  able 
to  make  so  little  capital  of  Dr.  Clarke.  In  regard  to  the  close  of  my 
•teveath  speech^  Mr.  Austin  boils  over  with  very  rage,  and  indulges 
io  a  strain  ol  railing,  truly  humiliating.  1  wondered  «t  tirst  what 
1  had  said  to  stir  up  the  sedement  of  the  gentleman*s  nature,  and 
give  such  a  savage  aspect  to  his  languaf^  On  recurring  to  my 
{•marks*  1  End  I  have  only  turned  bis  iSih  ne^ptive  argument 
against  bis  awn  theory,  and  ^hown  thai  Universalism  ''  dishonora 
God  and  disgraces  Chrisf  In  doing  tbis^  I  have  made  a  few 
plain  stalemeats  of  plain  facts,  which  are  the  more  offensive  ta 
my  friend,  because  ibey  are  so  very  plain,  and,  withal,  so  true  — 
Tbechargeof  falahood,  which  the  gentleman  has  repeated  so  often, 
teeently,  does  not  disturb  me  ««t  all.  1  hare  no  idea  that  any  disin- 
terested man  will  dissent  from  the  statem  nts  I  have  made,  who 
knovs  any  thing  of  the  system  of  mo<lern  Umversalism,  or  ba» 
heard,  or.  shall  read  this  discusaion.  The  charge  of  falsehood 
will*  in  due  time,  find  its  true  paternity.  Does  the  gentleman  think  the 
merits  of  tiiis  discassion  depend  upon  such  spasmodic  tirades  as 
be  baa  hero  given  us  i  If  tnis  be  his  notion,  it  may  answer  as 
tn  apology  for  becoming  more  rabid*  as  we  approach  the  close  of 
thenlebate. 

On  the  parable  of  the  sheep  and  goats,  Mr.  Austin  says,  ^*  I 
seek  to  shed  no  new  light  as  to  its  import*  or  the  desif^n  of  the 
Savior  in  uttering  it.*'  I  answer,  the  subject  needs  no  light—  it  is 
perfectly  plain  in  itself.  That  which  is  explained  by  Christ,  can- 
not be  improved  upon  by  men.  He  fariher  stales  that  laiih  has 
DO  comMCtioo  with  the  rewards  and  punishments  mentioned  in 
this  pamhle,  but  they  proceed  on  the  ground  of  moral  fftsert.  But 
does  not  the  gentleman  know,  ^*  witnout  faith  it  is  impossible  to 
ptease  OoJ,**  aod  can  we  have  moral  <luert  wiibout  pleasing  Goll 
The  Works  rewarded  in  this  case  were  ikt  ftuit  of  faith,  without 
which  tbey  srauid  bava  bad  no  morai  d^mrt.  wbatavsf.    Nothing 
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it  taaght  in  the  striptures  whb  greater  plaisiveaa,  than  ibsf  urn 
service  is  acceptable  to  God,  uoiess  it  spring  from  faith.  Tbe 
apostle  sajrs,  **  wbatseerer  is  not  of  faitb  is  sin/*  Moral  deaett 
without  faith,  and  consfeqaentiy,  Mrithoitt  pleasing  Qod ! !  What 
sort  of  religion  is  th«  gentleman  contendUiff  for  ? — hofw  tmlike  to 
the  religion  of  Christ!  Mr.  Austin  says- the  (tistriimtioa  ai  n^ 
Wards  and  punishments,  here  desehbed,  takes  place  in  thi»  worU, 
and  that  *^  (he  Son  ol  man  comes  itito  this  world  to  adfatnislec" 
them.  But  you  will  look  in  ¥ain  for  any  such  deelacatioit  in  dM 
chapter.  We  know  not  where  thb  distribution  vrill  take  place. 
Our  Lord  does  not  inform  us ;  he  only  says,  **  when  the  Son  tif 
man  shall  some  in  his  glory,  and  all  the  holy  a^eis  with  hiai,* 
etc. 

Mr.  Austin  next  gives  us  a  long  farrago,  the  object  of  which 
seems  to  be,  to  show  that  Christ  gave  a  prophetic  descHptioa  ol 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  in  tM  24th  chapter  of  MatL  Atd 
with  wonderful  eclat,  he  announces  that  Dr.  Clarke  was  conpel- 
led  to  acknowledge  that  the  question,  **  what  shall  be  the  saga  of 
thy  coming,  and  of  the  end  of  the  world  ?"  had  reference  to  the 
Jewish  economy  or  age.  But  Dr.  Clarke  nerer  thought  of  doiA«> 
ing  this,  nor  any  other  orthodox  commentator  that  1  have  over 
consulted.  There  is  no  motive  for  denying  this,  any  more  than  fat 
denying  the  resurrection  of  Christ.  The  harangue  of  the  geotte- 
man  on  this  point  is  evidently  designed  as  a  make-^oei^kt^  with 
which  to  prepare  the  way  and  give  more  ph&usibility  to  hm  iinaa- 
thorized,  unnatural,  and  senseless  explanation  oi  the  hist  of  the 
25th  chapter.  But  any  one  who  reads  both  these  chapters  thioogh 
with  attention,  will  see  that  there  is  no  more  eooiiec^n  betweea 
the  destiuctioa  of  Jerusalem,  as  described  m  the  first  part  oi  the 
24th,  and  this  description  of  Christ*s  coming  in  his  glory,  to  dis- 
tribute  rewards  and  punishments,  in  the  last  part  of  tSt  2Sthchap^ 
than  between  this  last  event,  and  another  signal  display  of  vea* 
geanee  against  nations  or  cities.  The  aecouat  of  the  destnKtioa 
of  Jerusdem  closes  with  the  41st  verse  of  the  24th  chapter.  The 
remainder  of  the  chapter  n  the  applieation  which  our  Lord  onkes 
of  it  to  his  disciples,  in  which  he  admonishes  them  to  be  ready, 
not  merely  for  the  calamities  of  that  age,  hut  for  the  final  aeeoaitf 
that  mu^  be  rendered  to  God,  the  Judge  of  all. 

The  2&th  chap,  commences  with  tl^  parable  ol  the  'Men  vir* 
gins/*  in  which  Christ  represents  the  state  of  the  church,  then  de* 
nooiinated  the  **  kingdom  of  heaven,"  including  both  Jews  sad 
Oen tiles,  from  the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  we  Jewish  pohty 
to  the  period  when  the  gospel  dispensation  shall  terminate,  and 
men  shall  be  rewarded  or  otherwise,  according  to  the  impnivemeal 
they  have  made  of  its  blessings :  when  the  faithful  shall  be  aK 
lowed  to  enter  the  heavenly  state,  and  those  who  have 
spent  their  lives  in  the  sleep  ol  sin  and  carnal  security,  will  sar 
in  vain,  **  Lo«U  Lord,  open  anto  us."    The  same  eahject  is  still 
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iartber  illuBtratad  from  the  14th  to  the  30th  reroe,  by  the  parable 
of  the  "  uUenis.'*  The  man  travelling  into  a  far  country,  repre- 
sents the  Lord  Jesas  Christ,  who,  havinfc  accomplished  tiie  object 
of  his  mission  to  our  world,  returned  to  bis  original  kingdom  and 
l^ry.  The  semmts  to  whom  talents  are  distributed,  are 
those  to  whom  the  gospel  is  preached,  and  who  are  held  respon- 
«ble  for  the  improvement  of  the  blessings  conferred,  according 
to  their  ability.  The  return  of  the  Lord  of  those  servants  "  to 
rsckon  with  taem,**  *^ after  along  timet"  represents  the  final  com- 
ing of  Christ  to  judge  the  world.  The  result  to  the  '*  wicked  and 
slothful,'*  is  described  in  the  30th  verse :  **  Cast  ye  the  unprofit- 
able servant  into  outer  darkness ;  there  shall  be  weeping  and 
^sashing  of  teeth.*' 

Having  given  this  general  view  of  the  gospel  kingdom  on  earth, 
of  the  nature  of  his  moral  administration,  and  of  the  principles 
ivhich  will  govern  the  subject  of  final  retribution,  he  proceeds  in 
the  31st  verse  to  a  more  minute  description  of  the  scenes  of  that 
day,  which  is  to  try  every  man's  work  of  what  sort  it  is,  and  give 
to  every  man  according  as  bis  work  shall  be.  1.  The  Son  of 
man  shall  come  in  h\6  glory,  with  all  his  holy  angels.  2.  He 
shall  sit  upon  the  throne  of  his  glory.  3.  Before  him  shall  be 
suthered  all  nations — the  whole  world.  4.  He  shall  separate 
Uiem  according  to  moral  character ^9^^  a  shepherd  dividelh  the  sheep 
from  the  goats,  placing  the  righteous  upon  his  right  hand,  and 
the  unrighteous  on  the  left.  6.  He  shall  address  mmself  to  those 
OB  his  right,  pronounce  them  blessed — invite  them  to  inherit  the 
kingdom  prepared  for  them  from  the  foundation  of  the  world,  and 
l^ve  the  grounds  of  their  justification,  which  is  found  in  that  faith 
m  his  character  and  word,  and  devotion  to  his  cause,  of  which 
they  had  given  pTO(^  in  a  life  of  fnety  and  tuefulness.  6.  He 
shall  then  address  himself  to  those  on  the  left — **  Depart, 
ye  cursed,  into  everlasting  fire,  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his 
angels,*'  and  give  the  reason,  which  is  directly  the  opposite  of  that 
named  in  regard  to  the  righteous.  The  description  closes  with 
these  remarkable  words : — *<  These  (the  wicked)  shall  go  away 
into  everlasting  punishment,  but  the  righteotis  into  life  eternal.** — 
Mr.  Austin  says  it  means  ^^age-lasting  chastisement.**  1  answer, 
then  the  other  part  of  the  verse  means  age-lasting  life.  But  he 
says  he  has  shown  that  eternal  life  has  no  reference  to  the  dura- 
tion of  happiness  in  another  world.  I  answer,  he  has  shown  no 
such  thing,  nor  can  he,  any  more  than  he  can  make  a  world. — 
When  the  scriptures  speak  of  *<  eternal  life"  as  enjoyed  in  this 
world,  as  in  John  xvii.  3,  they  point  out  that  life  wnich  arises 
from  the  true  knowledge  of  God,  which  exists  in  the  soul  of  the 
true  believer,  is  transferred  with  him  to  heaven,  and  is  particina* 
ted  in  by  the  heavenly  host.  But  when  they  speak,  as  in  this 
case,  of  going  into  hfe  eternal,  or,  as  in  other  places,  of  inherit- 
ing or  receiving  eternal  life,  as  a  reward  of  faith  and  piety  or 
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earth,  th^r  alwufs  refer  to  that  state  and  place  ef  happiiwy* 
into  whicb  the  n^hteous  enter  after  ihte  life.  Thia  I  ba^e  ^un- 
dantly  demonstrated  in  other  pljwres. 

All  that  the  gentleman  says  in  regard  to  the  eptiemeria)  ntamt 
of  fire — the  meaning  of  kolasin^  the  Latin  ^fiaition  of  it — end 
the  reformatorf  design  of  certain  kinds  of  panisbment,  is  mete 
trash,  and  has  no  sort  of  bearing  apon  the  doctrine  of  that  por* 
tion  of  script  rue  under  consideration  He  knows  very  well  ^al 
ioiasis  means  punithment  as  well  as  chastisement,  and  f  liare 
repeatedly  shown  that  all  punishment  is  not  reformatory.  Nor  ts 
it  reformatory  in  this  case. 

1  have  now  given  what  time  I  have  to  tppkrt  to  thia  long  easay 
(probably  an  old  sermon)  of  Mr.  Austin,  on  the  parat>le  of  titc 
sneep  and  goats,  as  be  styles  it,  thrown  into  the  discaaaion  at  the 
close  of  his  eleventh  speech,  wh«i  my  opportanfty  to  oonsKler  ll 
must  necessarily  he  limited.  But  with  the  remarks  I  have  anade 
I  cheerfully  leave  it,  confident  that  every  honest  and  tntel1ig«at 
mind  will  see  the  perfect  futility  of  the  ^tleman's  theory. 

A  few  words  now  in  regard  to  my  fnend's  corroftoro/tw  fm€h, 
1.  He  says  the  words  *•  everlasting  punishment,*'  '*  everla^sttag 
fire,'"  "eternal  punishment,"  are  not  found  in  the  goapel  by  St. 
John.  Answer.  John  does  not  give  the  genealogy  of  Chrat, 
bis  miraculous  conception  or  birth,  or  his  baptism.  He  does  not 
give  the  Lord's^Prayer,  and  if  I  mistake  not,  he  leaves  out  the 
account  of  the  transfiguration.  What,  then,  are  not  these  things 
true  and  important  ?  But  though  St.  John*  does  not  nae  the  pre^ 
cise  language  in  regard  to  future  and  endlese  punishment  wbich 
is  found  in  other  parts  of  the  scriptures,  yet  ne  taught  the  doe^* 
trine  as  clearly  as  any  other  one  of  the  inspired  writera.  Many 
of  my  proofs  have  been  taken  from  John's  writings,  and  need  not 
now  be  repeated.  2.  Mr.  Austin  wishes  to  know  why  the  lefw 
hell  is  used  so  seldom  by  the  apostles,  and  is  not  found  in  soma 
of  the  epistles  at  all?  I  might  with  equal  propriety  ask,  why  the 
term  heaven,  the  place  of  endless  bliss,  is  used  so  seldom  in  some  of 
the  epi&tles.  and  in  others  not  mentioned  at  all.  It  is  used  bat  three 
or  four  times  in  both  the  epistles  of  Peter,  once  in  Philip  ,  twice  ia 
Collos.,  in  reference  to  the  future  states  in  I  and  2  These,  it  is 
not  mentioned  at  all  in  connection  with  the  future  hajpninett  of 
the  righteous.  The  word  is  not  found  at  all  in  1  and  2 lim. ;  not 
in  Titus;  nor  in  Philemon  ;  nor  in  reference  to  the  future  state  it 
it  found  in  the  epistle  of  James  ]  nor  is  it  found  more  than  once 
in  the  three  epiMtes  of  St.  John,  ahd  that  Is  1  John  r.  7,  supposed 
by  some  to  be  spurious ;  nor  is  it  found  in  Jude ;  or,  if  I  mi«> 
take  not,  in  the  epistle  to  the  Romans :  and  from  how  nmny  other 
books  it  is,  absent  I  am  not  now  prepared  to  sar.  What  think 
you  of  this,  respected  auditors  ?  Shalt  we  conclude  there  is  no 
endless  happiness  for  the  righteous  !  M  Mr.  Ausitn'e  reasoDinf 
he  correct,  we  must.    But  the  truth  is,  the  words  heaven  and  had. 
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stand  related.  Expunge  them  both  from  the  Bibie,  atid  endless 
happiness  for  the  rtghteaas,  and  endless  perdition  for  the  un|rod!v, 
would  still  stand  upon  a  foundation  as  firm  as  God*s  eternal  truth. 
S.  The  npottUs'  trmd.  On  this  we  remark,  first^  it  was  not  writ- 
ten or  formed  by  the  apostles.  Lord  Kin^  says,  **a1I  learned 
persons  ar«  agreed  that  it  was  not  composed  by  thetti."  Secondly. 
The  doctrine  oi  endless  perdition  is  clearly  taught  by  implica- 
tion, from  the  form  of  the  creed  as  giren  by  Mr.  Austin.  That 
creed  you  see  contains  the  doc^ine  of  a  future  and  general  judg- 
ment, and  by  consequence,  the  punishment  of  the  wicked  subie- 
quent  to  the  general  judG:ment,  which  is  itself  equivalent  to  end- 
1^  punishment.  But  there  are  other  forms  of  this  creed.  There 
is  one  giren  by  Lord  King  (Primitive  ChurcJh,  page  207,)  which 
dates  back  to  the  second  century,  in  which  endless  punishment  is 
clearly  and  emphatically  expressed.  It  commences  with  the  usual 
form.  Cre4o  m  unum  Deum — **  i  believe  in  one  God,"  &c — and 
ends  with  these  words,  respecting  Christ's  coming  to  iudge  the 
work—**  in  gloria  venturus  Salvator  earum  qui  sa  van  fur,  et  Ju- 
dex earum  qui  Judicantur,  et  mittens  in  ignem  sternum  transiig- 
oratores  veritatis,  et  contempttares  Patris  sui  et  adventus  ejus** 
— '*  about  to  come  in  glory,  the  Savior  of  those  who  shall  be 
saved,  and  the  judge  of  those  who  shall  be  judged,  and  sending 
away  into  eterned  fire,  the  perverters  of  truth,  and  the  despisers 
of  his  Father  and  of  bis  coming."  The  points  here  considered 
are  mere  cavils,  unworthy  of  notice,  only  as  they  show  the  per* 
Icct  weakness  of  my  friend's  cause.  I  have  now  only  a  few 
general  remarks  to  make,  and  I  close  this  speech»and  this  discus- 
sion together. 

1.  I  call  attention  to  the  gentleman^s  scripttire  quotations. 
These  you  will  find  by  examination,  to  hate,  as  to  the  great  body 
of  them,  very  little  relation  to  the  subject  he  has  been  endeavor* 
ii»g  to  support.  They  seem  to  have  been  quoted  for  the  most 
part,  to  make  a  show,  and  cause  those  not  familiar  with  the  sub- 
ject to  stare  and  wonder,  and  conclude  his  doctrine  must  be  true, 
since  he  repeats  so  much  scripture.  Yet  Mr.  Austin  very  well 
knows,  that  only  a  small  portion  of  his  quotations  have  even  an 
indirect  bearing  as  proofs  oi  Universal  salvation.  I  have  yet  to  see 
the  tirst  passage  wnich,  without  manifest  perversion,  makes  any- 
thing for  unconditional  Universal  salvatioii.  While  Mr.  Austin  is 
a.^8erting  iht  dtreil,  pontioe,  and  empkattc  proof  of  his  doctrine,  by 
the  plain  and  unequivocal  declarations  of  scripture,  some  of  the 
most  iirtetligent  of  his  brethren  are  giving  im  the  scriptural  argu- 
ment. In  a  debate  between  E.  Ray  and  I.  Kidwell,  Mr.  Kidwell, 
the  Universatist)  holds  the  following  language :  *'  I  then  discov- 
ered, for  the  first  time,  thut  by  far  the  greater  part  of  Bible  is  a 
perfect  neutrality  on  the  question  (of  salvation  ;)  the  body  of  the 
book  being  simply  historical,  while  a  considerable  portion  was 
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written  either  eaigmaticaJly,  aJlegorieally,  poetisally,  prec^tiveiy, 
or  &pi»tq\aXory—^e  book  itself  not  b^ing  a  muUm  of  any  doOrtme, 
Heoce  I  discovered,  to  collect  the  system  oi  salvatioii  out  ^  the 
Bible,  was  Ulce  collecting  jewels  from  a  heap  of  rubbish.^  Mt. 
H.  Ballon,  writing  on  analogy,  says — *^  We  tiare  said  evta  thef 
who  disclaim  ana£)gical  deductions  concerning  a  future  state,  do, 
nevertheless,  use  them.  Do  not  they  contend  that  man  will  be 
happy  hereafter?  Whence  do  they  so  confidently  denve  thJm 
conclusion  I  Not  from  any  express  asssrtion  m  ike  seriptttra  ^ui 
I  recollut*^^  ^*We  may  be  told  it  is  the  necessary  InfereBoe,  how- 
ever, from  what  they  do  assert,  namdyt  that  men  will  be  eqoal  to 
the  ansels,  be  the  children  of  God,  incorruptible,  in  a  ^iritaal 
body,  that  all  will  be  subdued  to  God,  &e.  But  how  do  ws  kwrn  that 
these  conditions  will  hereafter  produce  happiness  ?  How  confidently 
it  is  said,  that  if  men  be  sinners  hereafter,  they  mue^  be  miseia- 
ble ;  if  righteous,  happy.  Such  is  indeed  the  case  hen  f  but  we 
infer  it  of  the  future,  only  by  analogy,  not  from  any  dfred  tesii^ 
mony  of  the  scripture .^'—ivnivtnaXiei  Quarterly.)  Here  Mr. 
Ballou  abandons  the  scriptural  argument  for  Untvef^  aalvvtiott, 
and  repudiates  the  whole  Held  of  Bible  argument«  over  which  Mr. 
Austin  has  passed  in  this  discussion,  as  fdbrdinjg  direct  jkcooI  d 
future  happiness.  Which  of  these  Universaliat  gentkaneii  mre 
entitled  to  most  confidence,  Mr.  Austin  or  Mr.  Balloa  ? 

2.  Look  again  at  the  gentleman^s  course  of  ar^ment.  On  the 
first  and  second  questions  you  had  some  rare  specimens  of  coosisl- 
ency.  The  gentleman  has  been  a  little  more  wary,  still  he  has 
committed  himself  most  palpably  on  the  present  proposition.  He 
has  at  difierent  times  abandoned  nearly  every  poailaon  he  has 
taken.  This  will  be  perfectly  evident  to  every  intelligent  niiid. 
He  wishes  to  be  understood  as  admitting  moral  agency,  and  yei 
will  not  allow  moral  agency  to  modify,  or  in  any  way  afled  the 
final  moral  destiny  of  man.  He  ar^es  for  aaalogy  and  agaiast 
it— for  the  conditionality  of  salvation,  and  against  the  idea  that 
men  can  by  possibility  forfeit  salvation — for  human  probation^ 
and  yet  all  men  must  come  out  at  the  same  point — ^for  the  powtr  of 
moral  choice,  yet  all  men  must  necessarily  choose  the  very  same 
thing —and  much  more  of  a  similar  character.  Ano^er  depart- 
ipent  of  his  ar^ment  runs  in  a  circle.  God  subjects  bma  to  «u- 
ity,  (sin,)  vanity  subjects  him  to  punishmeut,  and  pnniriiiBeBt  m 
turn  subjects  him  to  God.  Head  hun  on  one  side  of  this  circle,  and 
he  runs  round  the  other  way ;  head  him  on  the  other  side,,  andi 
he  runs  back  again  ]  and  thus  he  has  run  round  and  round,  until 
his  track  is  smooth  as  an  ^'  otter  slide,''  illustrating  the  story  o< 
two  snakes,  which  in  a  fit  of  madnes  seized  each  other  by  the  tad, 
and  continued  the  contest  by  the  process  of  suction^  antil  not^ 
ing  was  left  of  either.  1  have  already  called  attention  snfficientljr. 
to  the  careless,  apparently  reckless  assertions  ol  the  gentlesoae, 
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given  a  somewhat  extended   review 

of  the  gentleman's  criticisms  of  the  Greek  text,  but  I  find  my  time, 

and  limits  will  not  allow.    The  great  majority  of  his  criticisms 

i:^         are  so  trifling  as  to  be  unworthy  of  notice,  but  there  are  others 

::s*     •    involving  points  of  some  importance,  where' the  gentleman  has 

f'i         fallen  into  blunders  so  palpable  and  gross,  as  almost  induces  a 

t«  suspicion  of  his  competency  in  these  matters.     To  this  point,  I 

-^         call  the  attention  of  that  portion  of  the  public  who  understand  the 

.  rJ  subject,  particularly  to  what  he  says  of  the  *'  original  of  the  word 

.:<  Justidcation" — his  definition  of  krinein  from  krino^  and  also  of 

-  f  qpoUta',  and  several  others  which  I  need  not  mention. 

jr  4.  My  friend's  system  of  doctrine.     Who  can  tell  what  the 

:i  gentleman  believes  f     I  confess,  after  all  that  has  passed  between 

,^r  us,  I  am  unable  to  say  with  much  confidence  what  he  believes, 

>'  except  as  I  infer  it  from  what  he  disbelieves.    Almost  the  only 

thing  he  has  constantly  affirmed,  is,  that  all  men  will  be  finally 

jii  holy  and  happy.     And  in  his  attempt  to  sustain  this,  he  has 

teemed  to  think  himself  bound  to  deny  almost 'every  thing  else. 

rf  True,  he  has  affirmed  other  things,  but  as  often  reasoned  incon- 

'^  ftistent  with  such  affirmations.    And  what  havoc  he  has  made  of 

',  tbe  main  truths  of  revelation!    The  supreme  divinity  of  Christ, 

his  vicarious  atonement  for  sinners,  have  been  ridicuded  in  the 

.^  most  shocking  manner :  that  reverence  for  Christ,  and  sole  depen- 

^..  dence  on  the  merit  of  his  atonement  for  salvation,  which  is  en- 

; .  joined  in  the  scriptures  and  exhibited  by  all  true  Christians,  in 

''.  connection  with  feelings  of  personal  unworthiness  and  self-abase* 

*  ment,  have  been  spoken  of  m  the  most  contemptuous  and  sneer- 
ing manner.     He  has  denied  the  native  depravity  of  the  human 

^  heart— maintained  the  possession  by  man  of  a  recuperative  ener- 

,'  Sy>  which,  "  by  the  sure  exercise  of  its  own  ener^es,  would,  in  pro- 

'  cess  of  time,  enable  its  possessor  to  work  his  way  out  of  the 

'.  deepest  moral  darkness  and  death,'^f  thus  repudiating  the  idea 

\  that  any  gracious  moral  influence  is  indispensahle  to  the  final  sal- 

vation of  man.     And  yet  he  has  sometimes  talked  of  regenera- 
'  lion,  and  the  gracious  influence  of  the  Spirit.    All  this,  and  much 

^  more  of  a  like  nature  have  we  had,  over  and  over  again.     And 

*  after  all,  what  is  Universalism  *?  Were  I  called  upon  to  furnish 
^'  a  synopsis  of  this  system,  from  the  data  furnished  by  this  discus- 
^  aion,  I  could  not  describe  it  more  appropriately  than  by  adopting 
'            Eschenmayer's  description  of  Hegel's  Philosophy:      **  A  Holy 

*  Ghost  without  illumination — a  gospel  without  faith — an  apostacy 

*  without  sin — wickedness  without  conscious  guilt — an  atonement 

^  *  Mr.  Aoatin's  notes  respecting  WatU,  Doddrulge,  and  Rulh,  prove  nothing  so 

C  ^tosrlr,  as  tk«  slicht  and  nneertain  antliority,  on  which  ha  makfe  his  assarHons. 
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tritboQt  remission  of  sin — ^a  death  without  an  offering — a  Te!e 
without  imputation — ^justice  without  a  ju'Ige--grace  without  pai^ 
don — a  this«ide  without  a  that  side — a  Christian  religion  withoat 
Christianity — and  in  general,  a  religion  without  a  religion.^— 
(German  Philosophy.) 

5.  Conclusion.  I  forbear  to  remark  upon  the  spirit  in  which 
my  friend  ha^conducted  his  part  of  this  discussion,  especially  oe 
the  last  question;  though  it  has  appeared  to  me,  as  wc  ap- 
proached the  end,  that  he  was  becoming  desperate — resolved  to 
*^  rule  or  ruin^ — that  is,  to  have  the  argument,  or  so  mar  the  dis- 
cussion with  offensive  personalities,  that  men  of  refined  feelings 
and  correct  taste  would  not  endure  to  read  it.  It  is  true,  I  have 
been  severe  upon  Universalism,  as  also  upon  the  gentleman's  ar- 
guments and  general  course  of  reasoning.  But  I  believe  I  have 
for  the  most  part,  maintained  that  respectful  bearing  toward  my 
opponent  personally,  which  was  called  for  by  the  proprieties  of 
the  occasion.  But  if  I  have,  in  the  heat  of  discussion,  traosgresned 
this  rule,  I  now  make  the  amende  honorable,  and  a&k  the  gentle- 
man^s  pardon.  But  mark — it  must  be  a  pardon  on  my  own  prin- 
ciples ;  a  Universalist  pardon,  or  a  pardon  on  the  principles  of  Uni- 
versalism, would,  in  any  case,  be  wholly  worthless,  and  even  an  in- 
suit.  In  closing  this  discussion,  I  shall  not  in  the  spirit  of  vanity 
claim  that  I  have  done  all,  and  the  gentleman  has  done  nothing. 
He  has  done  much,  very  much — he  has  exhibited  a  tact  and  perse- 
verance rarely  seen  in  the  management  of  a  bad  cause.  And  I 
doubt  not,  many  Universalists  will  regard  him  as  having  follr  su«w 
tained  his  cause,  yet  others  will  not  fail  to  see  his  essentia!  defi- 
ciencies. However,  the  gentleman  himself  seems  very  confident 
that  he  has  gained  the  argument,  and  in  this  he  has  more  than 
once  reminded  me  of  what  Gen.  Taylor  remarked  of  certain  West- 
ern regiments  at  the  battle  of  Buena  Vista— that  they  were  "over^ 
come  tnree  times  without  knowing  it.^*  The  discussion,  however, 
IB  to  be  passed  upon  by  a  discerning  public,  and  to  their  decision 
I  cheerfully  submit  it. 

The  audience  will  please  accept  my  thanks  for  their  marked  and 
candid  attention.  To  that  portion  of  the  assembly  professing  confi- 
dence in  Universalism,  I  would  say,  though  I  have  spoken  in  severe 
terms  of  your  theory,  I  beg  you  to  believe  I  have  the  kindest  feed- 
ings towards  you  personally,  and  would  do  any  thing  in  my  po\»er 
to  promote  your  welfare.  The  best  proof  I  can  given  von  at  this 
time  of  this  disposition  of  my  heart,  is  to  admonish  you.  kindiv, 
yet  most  solemly,  of  the  false  and  dangerous  chaiacter  of  yoir 
theory,  and  offer  you,  through  faith  in  a  Redeemer,  a  better  sys- 
tem, and  a  better  hope,  */  established  upon  better  promises.** 

To  those  gentlemen  present  known  as  preachers  of  Univei^- 
ism,  I  would  tender  my  acknowledgments  for  the  respecc/ul  mai*- 
ner  in  which  they  have  treated  me  during  this  discussion.  Th» 
may  be  the  only  occasion  I  shall  ever  haVe  to  speak  to  yo«  p»> 
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0Ona1hy.  I  hope,  therefore,  I  shall  not  he  deemed  impertinent  if  I 
say  I  regard  yours  as  a  fearful  responsihiHty :  a  responsibility  I 
would  not  bear,  for  the  wealth  of  tne  world.  T  hope  you  may  be 
induced  to  review  your  ^(round,  and  that  you  will  detect  what  I 
conceive  lo  be,  the  anti-Christian  character,  and  dangerous  influ* 
ence  of  your  theory.  I  beg  that  these  remarks  may  be  received 
in  as  kind  a  spirit  as  they  are  uttered. 

My  opponent  has  the  closing  speech.  In  this  reject  he  cer^ 
tainly  posseses  an  aihrantage  which  be  well  knows  how  to 
use,  though  in  so  lengthy  a  debate  as  this,  the  advanture  is  not 
so  great  as  it  would  be  other  under  circumstances.  Though  I 
have  not  the  sliehest  confidence  in  his  system,  nor  in  the  argu- 
ments by  which  he  supports  it,  yet  to  him  personally  I  have  no 
leelingm  other  than  those  of  friendship  and  good  will. 

With  thanks  to  the  Moderators  for  their  patience,  and  for  the 
dignified  and  impartial  manner  in  which  they  have  presided,  I 
take  my  leave  of  the  subject  and  of  the  audience. 

[MB,  AUSTIN'S  TWELTTH  RSPLT.] 

Gent.  Moderator$ : — T  would  express  my  acknowledgments  for 
the  compliment  Elder  Holmes  has  bestowed  upon  my  ministering 
brethren  present,  in  regard  to  the  courteous  and  gentlemanly  man- 
ner in  which  tbey  have  treated  him  during  the  eight  days  we 
have  been  engaged  in  this  discussion.  J  trust  they  richly  deserve 
it,  and  that  on  all  future  occasions  of  like  character,  they  will 
ever  manifest  that  friendly  deportment  and  fraternal  spirit  towards 
those  differing  from  them  in  opinion,  which  constitute  the  first 
mark  of  a  gentleman  and  a  christian.  On  my  own  part,  I  feel 
grateful  for  the  friendly  treatment  I  have  received  from  most  of 
t>)Oi»e  clergymen  present  who  sympathise  with  my  opponent. — 
With  one  or  two  exceptions,  their  demeanor  has  been  respectful 
and  polite,  and  will  ever  be  held  in  remembrance,  while  the  recol- 
lection of  these  labors  shall  be  retained  in  my  mind.* 

For  the  interest  which  Mr.  Holmes  manifests  in  the  welfare  of 
Universalist  ministers,  I  would  express  my  own  obligation,  and  in 
their  behalf,  return  thanks  for  his  good  wishes.  I  certainly  trust 
we  shall  receive  with  due  respect,  the  suggestions  he  has  thrown 
out  for  our  consideration,  and  bestow  upon  them  the  deliberation 
to  which  they  are  entitled.  He  considers  ours  as  a  fearful  respon- 
sibility, and  calls  upon  us  to  review  the  ground  on  which  we 
stand  !  I  beg  to  suggest  to  my  friend,  that  tne  ground  we  occupy 
was  thoroughly  surveyed,  well  studied  and  well  understood,  before 

'In  Um  •xMptioM  abov*  BAinad,  I  ftllod*  to  om»  or  two  Methodist  prtttchers, who 
Mvaral  ttmM  ihowod  their  coieordicc  %nA  iU-breedinf,  by  nuhing  from  the  cikiuch 
followed  by  »  aombtr  of  old  UdiM,  m  I  comflMBced  replying  to  Elder  Bolmee.^ 
ileep.«S. 
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/to  the  work  to  whiek  we  hai^  devoted  the  ener^pee  of  oor  lives. 
To  bnak  from  oid  f  rientls,  old  aeeoeifttioDs,  and  old  infliieBces-— to 
place  asidft  the  biae  of  early  inpressio^  of  education,  of  hahit. 
and  thoMr  off  the  traiaiaela  of  deep  rooted  religioas  opioioaa — 

10  torn  amy  fi»m  palha  which  lead  to  worldly  eraohimema,  die- 
tinctions,  and  farors,  which  were  opea  for  us  ia  the  midet  of 
other  deAomi&ationa— *to  become  the  advocates  of  a  goen^  wbkh 
now,  aa  whea  prockiaied  by  Christ  aad  his  Apoaties»  Winga  ka 
■iesseoi[>eca  into  cf^'wioa  with  the  populajr  religion  of  the  day.  aad 
exposes  them  to  the  oppositioa  and  derision  of  a  laige  class  of 
those  who»  as  aacieotly,  put  forth  the  most  ezclarlTe  elains  ta  all 
the  piel|*  and  righttottsneas  of  the  world — to  close  ih^ir  ease  to 
the  seductive  roice  of  public  favor,  and  become  subject  to  evwy 
species  of  indi^ty  which  bigotry  caa  cast  upon  those  who  excite 
its  ire — ia  fiae,  and  in  an  almost  rigidly  literal  seaee,  to  foreaka 
all  things  most  valoabJe  ia  a  worldly  point  of  riew^  for  ihe  safca 
of  proclaiming  Grod  as  the  Father,  and  Christ  as  the  Savior,  of  all 
men — is  not  an  undertakinj^  in  which  men  would  be  likely  to  en- 

'  S^  without  due  deliberatJQiK^  It  was  not  until  we  bad  looked 
,,^JWCTani(Ilaug  at  Ihc  subjggt—until  by  a  .most  close,  faithful  and 
prayerful  investigation,  we  had  become  completely  satisfied  that 
the  doctrines  we  propagate,  were  revealed  from  heaven  as  God^s 
holy  and  blessed  truth — that  the^  were  precisely  such  doctrines 
as  the  world  needed  to  fill  it  with  light,  a^id  love,  and  peace — ^and 

I  that  it  was  a  solemn  duty  we  owed  to  the  Father,  to  Jesus^  to  re- 
ligion  and  humanity,  to  become  the  advocate  of  these  sentimente 
— that  we  resolved  to  go  forth  among  men.  If  in  all  this  we  have 
trredt  it  has  been  an  errof  of  the  judgment  and  not  of  the  hmrt, 
God  knows  the  sincerity  and  honest  jr  of  our  convictions  of  truth 
and  duty^  What  can  we  do,  as  consciencious  men,  but  to  act  up 
faithfully  to  these  conrictions,  and  proclaim  the  glad  tidings  of  a 
world's  salvation  ?  in  view  of  ail  the  obstacles  in  their  way.  of 
all  the  disadvantages  under  which  they  labor,  of  all  the  bittemesa 
and  unpopularity  tney  are  compelled  to  encounter,  I  think  I  any 
claim  for  the  Universallst  ministry,  a  self-sacrificing  spirit,  and 

11  devotion  to  duty,  which  we  now  look  for  In  vain,  in  older  aad 
larger  sects ! 

As  you,  friend  Holmes,  have  deemed  it  proper  to  indulge  ia  aa 
exhortation  of  my  ministering  brethren,  I  trust  it  will  not  be 
thought  improper  in  me  to  return  (he  compliment,  by  earnestly 
and  Boiemniy  urging  you,  and  your  limitarian  co-laborers,  to  aban- 
don your  errors,  and  seek  for  more  truth.  You  are  undoubtedly 
sincere  in  your  labors,  and  verily  believe  you  are  doing  God*a 
service.  So  was  Saul  of  Tarsus,  when  he  persecuted  Jesus  and 
his  disciples !  There  may  have  been  a  thae,  in  a  past  age.  when 
your  sentiments,  in  comparison  with  those  whtcfa  bad  previouaiy 
prevailed,  were  to  a  degree  useful.    But  duu  day  hM»  evidentlj 
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spiru,  hn^  le/t  you  bebind.  *  Although  i  am  not  imwUling  to  ac* 
kaovf ledge  that  it  is  possible  you  nay  yet  be  of  sonie  semee  to 
a  does  who  are  still  unable  to  appreciate  higher  molKres  ^  *«o« 
tion,  y«t  as  a  whole,  I  believe  the  inHvence  yon  «xeit  is  delderi* 
COS.  Your  religion,  I  am  satisfied,  has  degeDerated  into  cold  fornix 
alities—your  worship,  your  obedience  to  Goi,  is  rendeied  mom 
through  servile  fear  of  punishment,  than  Jove  of  your  Creator-^ 
your  congregations  are  becoming  more  and  more  tiAcHned  witli 
infidelity — and  the  fruit  of  your  labors,  as  a  general  thing,  I  mm 
pamed  to  bedieve,  is  to  diffase  abroad  dissension,  'bitteniess  and 
the  most  unworthy  and  wretched  selfishness ! !  I  warn  you  of 
the  error  of  your  ways — 1  call  upon  you  to  rep^eot  of  this  0vil« 
and  turn  from  darkness  to  light,  from  the  prupagvtion  of  nan- 
made  systems  of  divmily,  to  the  up- building  of  thatfur^gos* 
pel  of  Cnrist,  which  will  ditfase  abroad  ^  peace  on  earth  and 
good  will  toward  men !  P' 

Before  proiMitdiog  to  my-cmichiding  renariEs,  I  desire  to  Mite 
ma  many  ol  the  numeroas  assertions  made  by  my  opponent,  dessrv- 
tng  of  sorrtetioa  or  Yepve^nsion,  as  the  brief  time  ftllott«d  ma 
MTiil  ptmiit.  Near  the  -commsneement  of  his  last  speech,  the  £1* 
der  has  shown  "the  white  feather," ^so  plainly,  that  his  mostsan* 
guine  friends  must  he  filled  with  uortiticattDn.  I  bad  hoped  to 
have  found  in  him  a  bold,  manly  ahampion  -  of  the  doctrine  of 
£adless  Pnmsbment'— one  w^o  would  meat  me  lace  to  face,  amd 
come  up  to  the  defence  of  that  odious  sentiment,  with  tome  da* 
gree  of  promptness  and  ititi*epidity.  Sui  in  this  I  have  baen  sig- 
nally disappomted.  From  the  beginning  of  the  diseussion  on  thn 
question,  he  has  shrunk  from  an  open  defence  of  eternal  nasery 
on  its  naked  merits.  The  thing  is  loo  dreadful  for  him  to  support 
openly,  in  its  real  character.  He  tharges  me  with  seeking  to 
cnangethe  isaoe  between  us,  dad  pervert  ^  dootrioe  in  discus- 
rion.  He  says  I  contend  against  a  creature  of  my  own  imagina- 
tion— a  **  man  of  straw."  i  appeal  to  all  eandid  miadrt  to  uettr- 
mtne  the  groundlessness  of  these  aHegations.  What  is  thequestmn 
before  us  ?  it  reads  as  follows : — *''  is  there  sufficient  evidence 
for  believiag  that  any  pah  of  the  tMiman  family  will  suffer  EN £>- 
LKSS  MI8ER)r  in  a  future  state  r  Have  1  in  any  instance, 
changed  this  question,  or  modified,  or  perveHed  it,  in  the  slightest 
degree  f  The  charge  is  preposterous.  Every  individual  wIk)  has 
followed  us  in  this  debate,  will  bear  witness  to  the  laithfuloess  with 
which  i  have  adhered  to  the  question.  Tney  will  all  acknowl- 
edge it  has  been  ray  aim  to  stnke  directly  at  the  docirineof  **  end- 
less mi-^ry,**  in  every  blow  1  have  iatiiotsd-*and  that  while  El- 
der Holmes  has  been  endeavoring  to  turn  away  into  a  discussion 
of  futum  limited  punishment,  a  day  of  judgment  in  mioCher  world, 
the  time  and  ulaoe  in  which  men  wxm  saved  from  sin,  and  cAhar 
irrel»vnnt  poiAls»  it  haa  batn  my  eadeavor  to  confine  the  debaie 
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WlHit  -cbarfing  me  with  chang;ing  the  iftsue  and  avoiding  tb« 
question,  he  is  himself  guilty  of  these  very  acts,  as  I  will  show 
by  his  owD  confession.  Us  tells  us  the  doctrine  be  has  bsen  ad- 
voeating  leaches—*'  1.  A  loss  of  the  favor  of  God  and  the  king* 
domof  Heavsn^  and  2,  positive  unhappiness  arising  from  person- 
al and  positive  sinfulness.'*  Now  I  humblv  submit  tbat  these 
two  propositions  coatain  not  one  psrlicle  of  the  question  in  dis- 
cussion. That  question  is  *■  ENDLESS  Misery.'*  But  there  is 
nothing  smi^sf,  in  eithtf  of  the  propositions  my  opponeot  has 
laid  down.  Men  may  at  one  time  suffer  "  a  loss  of  the  favor  of 
God  and  the  kingdom  of  heaven,'*  and  yet  recover  both  at  a  sub- 
seqaent  period  by  dve  repentance  of  sin.  The^  may  at  a  panie* 
ukr  perioJ,  suffer  **  positive  unhappiness,  arising  from  personal 
and  positive  sinfulness,"  and  still  aiterwards  be  saved  from  it,  oa 
embracing  the  principles  of  the  gospel  of  Christ.  In  fact,  £ld«r 
Uelnea,  and  «vefy  orthodox  professor,  will  acknowledge  that  pre- 
▼iotts  to  conversion  they  experienced  that  lose,  and  endured  that 
anhappiness:  yet  they  now  hope  to  be  happy  fosever.  Let  it  be 
understood  then,  by  Elder  Hounes*  evangelical  brethreOf  and  all 
the  world,  that  on  his  own  showing,  he  has  not  defended,  in  ihie 
discussion,  the  doctrine  of  "ENDLESS  misery  !r  After  this 
explanation  of  his  view  of  the  question,  I  seriously  and  honestly 
doubt  whether  he  actually  believes  at  all  in  the  doctrine  of  "  fno- 
lat  misery  !** 

He  complains  that  I  have  employed  extravagant  and  loatbsg— 
expressions  in  describing  the  odiousness  of  the  doctrine  of  end- 
kse  misery.  This  is  the  second  or  third  time  be  has  made  a  siai- 
ilar  outcry.  Bnt  how  could  I  err  in  this  respect  ?  What  is  the 
meaning  of  ENDLESS  MISERY?  I  have  described  this  doc- 
trine precisely  as  it  has  been  preached  for  a  thoueand  years — ae 
it  has  been  proclaimed  bv  Eider  Holmes,  I  have  no  doabt,  haa- 
dreds  of  times — as  it  is  described  in  orthodox  bookv  tracts  and 
hymns — ^viz :  a  condition  of  endless  pain,  anguish,  torment,  and 
woe — where  God's  own  ofikpring  will  forever  and  ever  groan  and 
shriek  in  agony  which  no  tongue  can  describe,  no  isiagiaatum 
can  conceive  !  In  heaven's  name  how  would  be  have  me  deBwribe 
this  doctrine  ?  Whst  words  could  I  use  that  would  begin  to  de^  id 
its  unmitigated  horror,  its  awful  malignity ! !  It  is  one  of  those  ca- 
ses where  all  language  fails  in  coming  up  to  reality ! ! 

Mr.  Holmes  also  complains  that  1  have  endeavored  to  separate 
the  doctrine  of  **  endless  misery,^'  from  its  relations  to  GodV  gov- 
ernment, and  the  results  of  moral  conduct.  I  acknowledge  the 
charge,  and  a*k  if  this  wasi  not  the  legitimate  work  before  me  i 
Endless  punishment  has  no  relation .  to  Gotl's  government.  It 
neither  admiiHsters  nor  threatens  such  a  puoishment  Nor  caa 
it  ia  any  sense,  be  shown  to  be  the  results  of  mocai  eottdoct. — 
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The  Creator  has  never  i;iven  his  creatures  an  ability  to  bring  lui 
endless  evil  upon  thenibelves.  Rather  than  have  done  this,  he 
wouM  have  allowed  them  to  remain  in  non-entity.  1  have  shown 
all  this  satisfactorily  I  trust,  as  it  was  my  province  to  do.  And  I 
acknowledge  moreover,  as  the  Elder  asserts,  that  I  have  shown 
his  system  makes  the  infliction  of  endless  misery,  *^  a  malignant 
and  revengeful  proceeding  on  the  part  of  God,  having  no  other  ob- 
ject in  view,  and  sustained  by  no  other  reason,  than  the  gratifi- 
tion  of  a  fiend-like  ilispositon,  to  inflict  torture  on  his  unfortu- 
nate creatures/^  I  hope  all  have  been  brought  to  see  that 
such  is  the  charge  which  evangelism  virtually  brings  against  the 
Father  of  spirits.  For  my  friend  to  complain  that  I  have  endeav« 
ored  to  make  this  all  clear,  is  to  complain  that  I  have  met  him  in 
debate,  ani  defended  the  negative  of  the  que&tion  before  us! 

The  complaints  Elder  Holmes  has  made  against  the  manner  I 
have  treated  the  question,  and  his  evident  attempts  to  **  shirk," 
the  real  issue  of  the  endie.^nesi  of  punishment,  which  has  been 
the  only  point  actually  in  debate,  abundantly  substantiate  the 
charge  1  made  againn  him,  at  the  commencement  of  this  ques- 
tion, that  he  is  both  AFRAID  and  ASHAMED  to  defend  the  doc- 
trine of  which  he  appears  here  as  the  champion,  as  it  has  been 
held  for  ages  post,  and  as  it  is  still  received  among  the  great  body 
of  its  believers.  Let  the  world  notice  this  fact.  And  let  all  the 
evangelical  who  have  any  confidence  in  Eider  Holmes,  ask  them- 
selves in  what  kind  of  a  light  they  |)lace  their  good  sense  be- 
fore the  public,  in  adhering  to  a  doctnne  which  their  most  able 
champion  dare  not  defend  on  its  own  naked  merits,  and  'iBoshamed 
to  acknowledge  in  its  true  character,  as  proclaimed  by  their  great 
men  for  aj^es  past ! ! 

The  EUer*s  recapUuIaUont  is.  In  fact,  a  revamjnng  of  his  ar- 

fuments — a  repetition  through  which  he  wades,  in  the  hope  of 
eing  able  to  strengthen  weak  points,  and  cover  up  marked  de- 
ficiencies. As  I  have  already  answered  these  arguments  in  de- 
tail and  at  large,  as  they  were  introduced,  it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  enter  upon  another  labored  reply  here.  I  shall  only  notice 
some  of  the  most  glaring  inconsistencies  into  which  he  has  fallen 
in  going  over  his  old  track  again. 

in  repeating  his  argument  on  moral  agency,  he  says  : — **  The 
moral  agency  of  man  being  established,  it  follows  there  is,  and 
must  be,  a  liabUUy  to  forfeit  final  happiness.*'    The  assumption 
coilained  in  this  sentence  is  entirely  unwarranted.     Man  in  th* 
exercise  of  his  moral  agency,  is  liable  to  forfeit  pre\ent  happ 
ne^s.     But  in  the  exercise  of  the  same  agency,  and  aided  by  d 
vine  assistance,  which  is  ever  granted  the  sincere  repentant,   \ 
can  be  emancipated  from  the  unh  ippiness  consequent  upon   pa 
transgressions.     The  sophistry  of  the  above  sentence,  consisi 
in  the  idea  that  man's  filial  or  ultimate  condition^  is  made  to  dr 
p?nd  upon  the  exercise  of  his  moral  agency  in  this  life,  or  at  an^^ 
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Jlxed  period  of  time.  Neither  the  scriptnres  nor  reason,  coun- 
tenance any  principle  of  this  description. 

My  friend  refers  to  my  assertion,  that  man*8  final  destmy  is 
not  a  matter  which  depends  directly  on  his  moral  agency.  He 
replies,  that  if  this  is  so^  then  man,  in  his  final  condition,  will 
have  no  moral  character — and  if  no  moral  character,  t'len  he  will 
enjoy  no  moral  happiness.  Either  ignorautlv  or  intentionally,  the 
£lder  has  misunderstood  my  position  on  this  subject,  and  has 
drawn  his  conclusions  from  false  premises.  The  ground  I  took 
waSf  that  man's  final  destiny  is  not  determined  by  the  exercisft 
of  his  moral  agency,  at  any  one  given  hour,  year,  or  period,  of 
his  existence — that  a  wise  and  benevolent  Deity,  would  not  pcr« 
mit  a  matter  so  momentous,  to  depend  upon  the  oondact  of  a 
blind  and  erring  creature,  within  a  certain  space  of  time.  This 
position  was  taken  in  opposition  to  that  most  unreasonable  of 
all  tenets,  which  my  opponent  was  urging,  that  the  final  state 
In  which  man  would  exist  through  eternity,  whether  of  happineat 
or  woe,  had  been  made  to  depend  on  the  manner  he  should  exer- 
cise his  moral  ageiicy  in  this  life — or  more  properly,  daring  the 
last  hour  of  this  life.  That  the  final  condition  of  mankind,  will 
he  intimately  connected  with  the  exercise  of  their  moral  agency, 
I  have  no  doubt.  But  that  agency,  so  far  from  being  ttie  means 
of  bringing  any  into  a  state  of  endless  wretchedness  and  sin. 
will,  in  fact,  under  the  wise  superintendence  of  Godls  provi* 
dencG,  be  an  instrument  by  which  the  exaltation  of  all  to  eodleoe 
holiness  and  hanpineses,  will  be  finally  and  certainly  seemed.* 

Speaking  of  human  probation,  Mr.  Holmes  makes  the  follow- 
ing declaration : — •*  As  is  the  moral  character  at  death,  so  will  it 
be  qfter  deathy  and  exert  a  corresponding  infinence  in  the  endless 
destiny  of  man."  I  have  already  showed  the  absurdity  of  the 
idea,  that  man*s  everlasting  destiny  is  determined  by  bis  moral 
condition  at  the  moment  of  death,  without  looking  at  his  pre- 
vious life,  or  allowing  it  to  have  any  weight.  Let  us  apply  tbs 
rule  for  an  instant  to  those  who  favor  it.  Will  not  Elder  Holmea 
••  of  death,  be  a  sinner .' — Will  not  every  partialist  clergyman  *^  ar* 
death,  be  sinners  ?  Neither  he  nor  they  dare  deny  this.  I  La%'e 
not  heard  that  any  of  them  claim  to  be  saiuts  !  Then  according 
to  the  Elder's  rule,  he  and  they  will  be  sinners  •'c/>fr  death,'* 
and  forever! !  More  than  this— As  the  Prophets,  the  Apostles, 
all  the  great  and  gpod  of  earth,  acknowledged  tliemselreB  to  be 
in  bondage  to  sin,  and  died  with  more  or  less  of  sinfulness  withia 
them — they  also,  on  my  friend*s  premises^  were  sinful  *•  after 
death,"  and  must  remain  so  through  eternity  ! !  Thus  his  rale 
results  in  universal  and  endless  wickedness  and  woe ! !  Bat  let 
us  look  in  a  vractical  point  of  view,  at  my  opponent's  positioa 
that  the  moral  character  at  death,  determines  the  character  and 

y  *fot  my  viawi  of  morml  agaacf,  sm  p.  439  to  442. 
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fohoratefli  tbe  position  I  took  sometime  since,  that  accon^ni^  to 
modern  evangelism,  it  is  no  matter  how  a  man  iivt9 ;  bat  e^ery 
thing  depends  upon  how  he  di^  /  /  Hence,  according  to  this  doe* 
trine,  if  be  "  serves  the  devil/'  and  riots  in  sin  ad  bis  days,  and 
repents  an  hoar  before  death,  it  is-jnst  as  well  for  htm  bereaftei^ 
as  thongb  be  lived  tbrough  life  in  the  service  of  God — at  deaths 
he  will  ascend  to  g>ory,  and  an  boor  from  bis  sins,  will  be  shout- 
ing praises  with  Gabriel,  and  David,  and  Panl ! !  This  is  tba 
fNorof  system  which  has  been  so  boastingly  extolled  as  su* 
perior  to  that  doctrine  which  teaches  that  every  sinner  shall 
Oe  justly  and  certainly  puatshed  for  all  tbe  wickedness  of  which 
he  has  been  guilty ! !  Let  a  candid  and  enlightened  public  decide 
between  them. 

Among  other  things  relating  to  his  9ixt9€ntk  argwnenti  ha^ 
makes  the  following  assertion :  — **  We  have  seen  that  tbe  serip- 
tnres  declare  the  wicked  ttare  their  portion  in  that  worldly  and 
temporal  happiness  which  pertains  to  this  life."  I  have  bad  fre* 
qaent  occasion  to  call  the  attention  of  our  hearers  to  tbe  fieea- 
cnnu  tendency  of  modern  orthodox  tioetrines.  Here  is  another 
specimen  of  it.  What  can  be  more  immoral,  thaa  to  instruct 
men,  that  the  wicked  enjoy  great  happintu  and  proiperitifin  this 
world ;  and  that  if  at  deuth  they  will  repent,  they  can  escape  tbe 
just  punishment  their  Ms  deserve,  and  enter  upon  the  endless 
j03r8  of  heaven  ?  I  insist,  this  idea  that  tbe  wicked  enjoy  bap* 
piness  in  this  life,  is  not  only  demoralizing  and  corrupting  in  the 
extreme,  but  that  it  is  highly  umeriptural*  Tbe  Bible  inculcates 
no  such  docttine.  I  am  astonished  tbat  a  clergyman  and  a  Pre- 
eiding  Elder  who  had  ever  read  (iod's  word,  should  hazard  an  as- 
sertion, which  every  reader  of  the  Bible  can  show  to  be  false.— 
If  the  Eider  would  lear.i  the  teachings  of  the  scriptures  in  regard 
to  ^*  tbe  happiness^  of  tbe  wicked  in  this  life,  let  him  read  and 
ponder  the  following : — **  The  wicked  ARE  like  the  troubled  sea, 
when  it  cannot  rest;  whose  waters  cast  up  mire  and  dirt.  There 
IS  NO  PEACE,  saitb  my  Qod.to  the  wicked !"— (Isa.  ivii.  20. 21.) 
There  U  peace,  thereto  "  happiness,"  to  the  wicked,  saitb  Elder 
Holmes !  The  world  can  have  their  choice  between  these  two 
authorities. 

My  tetitk  Negative  Argument  was,  that  Endless  Pumsbroent 
▼iolates  the  moral  principles  which  God  enjoins  upon  his  creatures. 
In  his  review.  Elder  Holmes  asserts  that  the  infliction  of  such  a 
punishment  by  tbe  Deity,  perfectly  eorresponds  with  the  instruc- 
tions g^ven  for  regulating  our  intercourse  with  each  other.  It 
will  require  but  a  few  words  to  show  this  declaration  to  be  dee* 
tftnte  of  dependence.  What  are  the  principles  which  God  has 
directed  should  govern  his  earthly  creatures  in  their  intercourse 
with  one  another  ?  He  has  commanded  us  to  hve  our  enemies— 
to  him  those  who  curse  us— to  </a  good  to  those  who  hate  uM^ 
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vftrykuB  Mhibition  of  goorf^^w  U>war4»  tbem*  We  «ie  not  to  da 
tbe«etWM»  to  an  bour,  or  a  day,  but  always.  Doea  the  Crea- 
tor kiiMeil  act  on  theee  Mibliine  aad  perfect  moial  priii6iplea»  ia 
hia  deatiaga  with  hia  crealnree?  If  the  doetriae.  of  emllees 
wnteMoeM  ia  tfue.  he  violates  every  ooe  of  theoi.  AccocUiim 
Uk  thai  doctooe,  thraoghoiH  eternity  ha  wiU  bate^hia^caeiiuca— 
will  eusse  thoaa  who  cmae  him — do  evil  to  thoae  who 
i^ff  hiai-T-iand  inatead  of  overcoaung  evil  with  good,  ha 
wiU  bft  oveifoaie  of  aviU  aad  iofliet  the  nwMt  avful  woea  oa 
tliaaa  ol  his  bliad  and  erdug  children,  wb*  faU  into  evil 
ia  this  lifalt  Theae  aoggestiona  must  be  sufficient  to  aatiafy 
e«afx  candid  miadt  that  eithec  God  himself  inAoitely  violates  the 
bolieat  and  most  perfect  moral  rales  he  has  enjoiiied  on  man,  or 
thff  dpclriiie  of  ceaselasiy  agony  is  a  UaMihemoua  iibel  oa  his 
BKwal  cbaracttr»  and  a  doubknltatilled  falsehood  I 

Afi  for  the  ridicnla  and  oontempt  which  EldaiE  Holmea  casta  oa 
the^  wisttt  giacioiisaad  holy  pnasiple  on  which  Godputiishea 
hia  waywaid  and  bhnded  chUdren,  viz :  to  taja  their  footsiepa 
^ftfik  iQi  oghlaonsneea^  obedience  and  love*-*a  principle  which 
f^naa  tbchighaat  glory  of  God*s  govemiaaat*  aii4  rtceiTea  the 
admiration  of  aage^  in  heaven,  and.  all  pore  aad  good  man  oa 
the  eaffth^ia  deaotninaliag  it  a  *'  fine  moral  »jf0mlationr  ia  which 
**  the  UQiversal  FaihaT  is  engaged  on  a  capi^l  of  *^  sin  aad  miae- 
r^i** — I  am  pained  to  say^  it  indicatea  too  plainly  to  he  mima>yn> 
a^daDhened  mind  and  unrenewed  heart ! ! 

The  Elder  indulgea  in  aome  stale  ridionle  ol  die  Univeiealkt  ex- 
position  of  scdptttce,  in  reference  to  Jenisalem.  His  ridicnla 
wonld  apply  with  much,  greater  force  against  Uie  writeraof  the 
New  Teataaoaat^  We  did  not  write  the  uible^  bat  we  lake  it  as 
it  baa  been  given  ua  by  Irvine  inapiimtioa.  Fiodii^  in  the  New 
Testament  many  passi^s  which  plainly  and  mnqoestiooab!y  re- 
fer to  God>  dealinfps  wuh  bis  ancient  pfople--thacaating  of  them 
aside  as  tbe  deposUones  of  bis  truth— their  destruction  aa  a  na« 
tiop,  ajud  the  overthrow  and  ruin  <tf  their  beloved  city  and  teia» 
p}e^— <w^  constiiue  these  scriptures  accordingly.  Nor  are  we  alone 
m  tbiaJB(M4t«r.  Every  levned  and  emintyt  commentator  of  the 
orthodox  sects,  corroborates  our  views  of  many,  if  not  fl»ost,  of 
the  passage  which  we  apply  to  the  destruction  of  the  Jewaeh 
temple,  cj^r  and  nation.  When  wa  redact  that  the  goml  waa 
po^mad  just  before  these  events  transpired — events  the  moat 
important  that  ever  took  place  in  the  world's  history,  and  ia  re- 
mird  to  whi<»h  the  Savior  said  there  ahoutd  be  aucb  tribulation  m 
had  nofc  haea  since  the  world  began,  nor  ever  sboald  be  after- 
watds^it;  will  not  appeax  astonishing^  that  the  New  Tealament 
an  often  refeia  to  them,  and  abounds  in  so^  many  waraingaaad 
txhprtatk>ns  of  the  Jews  to  escape  them  1 
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took  in  regard  to  ibis  pttiMM,  will  see  at  a  fi^taiice,  that  ht  Imu 
4oiie  little  that  can  afect  taem. — [See  p.  70d.]  It  cm  ooly  be 
■eceesary  for  me  to  glance  at  a  few'  of  the  incoDsislciieiea  into 
which  he  has  fallen.  The  Elder  atfects  to  think  it  it  wonderftl 
that  the  iewe  residing  in  ThesBiclonica,  shotiM  be  tbreataaed  witk 
banishment  from  the  preeence  of  the  Lord^  at  the  IVnnple  id  Je- 
fttealem.  This  wonder  of  the  Elder'e  is  in  eoneeenieneeof  his  ig- 
noraaee  ol  the  Jewish  customs.  The-Jewsat  Thcttsaioniea,  as 
well  as  in  other  parts  of  the  Roman  empire,  were  in  die  habit  of 
viaitiag  Jerosalera  periodically.,  to  worsnip  Ood  ia  his  holy  tem* 
file.  And  this  foing  to  the  temirie,  was  eonsideved  j^oing  into  f4e 
presence  of  the  Lord.  This  privilege  was  highly  prized.  Hence, 
ft>rthe  Jewsat  Thessalonieato  be  deprived  of  this  opportmaity 
of  going  whare  Qoi  nsanifested  his  visible  pnoence,  by  the  abo- 
lition ojf  the  Jewish  ritual,  aod  tbe  destroctioo  of  the  l^mple, 
was  as  virtual  a  banishment  from  the  presence  of  the  LonI,  as  it 
was  of  the  Jews  resident  to  Jerusalem.— [See  p.  7t>e,  707.]  Mr. 
Holmes  says,  the  destmctioa  of  JenualMii  took  plaee  **/of»g  af« 
ter  the  death  of  the  Apostie,"  [St.  Paul]  and  of  many,  if  mt  all, 
of  those  Jews  to  whom  the  Apostle  refers.  Tkie  shows  hhi 
knowledge  of  chfonology.  St  Paul  is  sappoeed  to  have  died 
ftbootjfSse  years  before  the  overthrow  of  Jerosalem;  and  his  seo^ 
OBd  epistle  to  the  Theasalonians  was  written  aboal  sixteen  yean 
previcras  to  that  eirent.  Hence  most  of  those  Jews  who  trmMo^ 
the  Christians  at  Tbessalonica,  were  imdoobtedly  livii^,  andbe- 
ostnerinvobred  in  the  calamities  which  belel  their  people  throi^- 
oot  the  Boman  empire; 

Elder  Holmes  sayfs  neither  the  Apostles  nor  other  christians 
had  *•*•  rcff"  in  that  age,  from  persecations  and  tribulations.  In  re- 
ply to  this  I  give  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Hammond,  who  asserts  thet 
after  the  destruction  of  Jerosalem,  the  christians  enjoyed  a  relar- 
ation  or  *^Te9C^  from  persecutions.  And  he  adds  of  these  timee—* 
«*  Though  it  was  a  dar  ot  vengeance  to  the  unbelieving  Jow«^ 
they  wer«  times  of  refreshing  to  the  siints,  who  w«re  nowddifw 
erei  from  their  persecutors.'^ 

But  my  friend  finds  a  little  encouragement  in  the  idea  that  I 
bare  overturned  all  I  have  said  on  this  passage,  bv  the  use  I  af- 
terwards made  of  the  word  **  destruction.**  In  rmrenee  to  the 
declaration  of  the  Revehaor  that "  death  and  heH  were  oast  intc 
the  lake  of  fire,**  I  remarked  that  the  signification  was,  they  wen 
^tffroy^i-^i.  e.  it  was  a  perpetuaV,  irretrievable  orerthiow.  Now 
the  Eider  inquires  if  1  use  the  word  destruction  in  this  sense,  h 
regard  to  death  and  hell,  why  I  do  not  give  it  the  same  si|nifica< 
'  tioD  in  refisrence  to  those  Jews  who  pereeouted  the  christians  at 
Thessatonica  ?  The  reason  is  very  obvious.  The  meaning  of 
the  word  dethrwiion,  like  that  of  many  others,  is  modified  by  dif- 
ferent eeaaectioM  where  iti»ldvidv    Whettved  iaieNveacerto 
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^ath,  nn,  pam,  or  any  Hung  in  opfKMitioii  to  man**  food,  it  i 

nifies  total  anntkUalwn,    But  where  that  word  is  appiicd  to  at , 

it  cannot  hare  the  meaning  of  annihilation ;  for  man  is  destifie4 
to  live  forever.  In  this  oaee,  it  signifies  puni%bmMt,  without 
having  an3rthing  in  itself  which  shows  that  panisbraeat  to  he 
endless,  any  more  than  pooishaiettt  indicated  by  any  ether  word. 
.  In  the  same  sentence,  Mr.  Holmes  acknowledges  that  iuii  is  to 
be  decoyed  without  remedy.  He  says  its  destruction  is  to  be 
irretrievabie  and  perpetual !  This  is  a  remarkable  adniissi4>a.  { 
wish  all  the  Methodists,  and  other  limttarians,  to  take  dae  no^cew 
that  Elder  Holmes  declares  Heli  will  be  DRSTRO V£D  i  !  I  Hence. 
all  he  has  said,  heretofore,, or  may  say  hereafter,  in  regard  to  an 
#nd/0s#  hell,  amounts  to  nothing.  He  believes  not  a  word  of  it 
As  heli  is  the  only  place  in  the  future  world  where  he  pretcada 
men  can  be  punished^  it  necessaniy  foUows,  tlwl  when  hell  m 
destroyed,  the  punishment  will  ceaee.  Elder  Holmesi  therefore, 
at  most,  has  been  contending  for  limiM  puniahmeat.  All  his 
criticisms  in  regard  to  this  word  kdly  and  all  the  passages  he  qao- 
ted  where  that  word  occurs,  in  his  t^nth  speech,  can  apply,  ae* 
cording  to  his  own  showini;;,  only  to  temporary  puaishmeat»  aad 
have  no  legitimate  connection  Mriththisdiacussioo. 

The  Elder's  assertion  that  the  author  of  «  Paige's  Selectioaa,*' 
does  aot  scrapie  to  garble  and  misrepresent  the  views  of  ortho- 
doz  oommentators,  as  often  as  it  sails  his  purpose,  is  a  siMer  aad 
wanton  misrepresentation  of  a  candid  and  honoiable  -aiUhor,  and 
a  roost  valuable  book. 

He  takes  to  himself  great  credit,  in  having  driven  me,  as  lie 
•ays,  to  abandon  the  general  ground  of  Universalists  in  rcgaid  to 
the  kingdom  of  heaven,  etc.  My  friend  makes  a  samll  misiake 
^  in  this  matter.  My  position  from  the  commencement  of  this  4m^ 
hate  has  been,  that  the  kingdom  of  God^  of  k^aven,  of  Chri$i,  waa 
established  in  this  world,  and  will  be  continued  in  the  next,  until 
Jesus  shall  accomplish  the  objects  of  his  reign,  aad  reconcile  all 
creatures  to  God.  So  iar  from  compelling  me  to  take  thisgroaad, 
l4>ccupiedit  long  before  i  had  seen  or  heani  of  Ekier  Holnica^— 
To  the  extent  of  my  information,  this  is  also  the  view  oi  most 
Universalists.  It  is  true,  we  have  written  much  to  eonvisoe  the 
world  that  the  kingdom  of  heaven  was  to  be  entered  in  this  wotld. 
and  enjoyed  here.  But  it  was  in  opposition  to  the  usual  nrtho* 
dox  notion  that  that  kingdom  could  be  entered  only  in  the  fatwa 
existence. 

Mr.  Hohnes  says,  that  when  the  scriptures  declare  the  ancodiv 
shall  not  enter  or  inherit  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  they  r^  to 
the  kmadom  in  its  future  and  heavenly  state.  I  need  not  say  to 
any  understanding  reader  of  the  Bible,  that  this  is  a  sheeraiaaiBp- 
tion,  without  a  particle  of  proof  in  the  word  of  God.  Ind««^ 
all  his  dedatations  on  this  subject,  are  simple  aeserttona  of  bm 
own«  unsi^ported  by  the  testimony  o£  the  se^uamei. 
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^  im  recard  io  the  new  e\ns$  of  scripmre  pasmges  my  epp<me»t^ 

'^»  ^fts  intix>diieed,  in  suppoit  of  his  view  that  the«e  who  do  not  en-* 

^^1  t«r  the  kingdom  of  heaven  here,  cannot  hereafter,  I  have  onijr 

j^  c  ^^^  to  say,  that  they  have  not  the  slightest  reference  to  the  fit« 

\.^  tare  world.    They  are  parables  uttered  by  the  Savior  in  expms 

\^f  application  to  the  conaitron  of  things  existing  at  the  rstabiieh- 

^  ment  of  the  gospel.     They  were  desi^rned  to  show  the  blindness 

;^ ,  ol  the  Jewa  in  rejecting  the  gospel,  and  the  consequences  which 

'^  wooid  resith  to  them,  involvrng  them  in  the  destruction  of  their 

^  nation,  which  was  then  hastening  on,  and  was,  indeed,  near  afr 

-  ;  band  !    The  views  we  entertain  of  these  parables,  are  corrohom- 

ted  by  many  of  the  most  able  orthodox  commentators.* 

It  surely  cannot  he  necessary  for  me  to  follow  the  ^pentleflMOi  ~ 
through  his  last  expiring  eflbrt  to  twist  out  of  aion  and  ita  derrva*^ 
trves,  an  a^ument  in  favor  of  endhsis  panishment  He  has  not 
overthrown  the  positions  I  have  taken  in  regard  to  these  wofds.— 
All  his  labors  in  this  department,  have  prored  singularly  ahottfye< 
Even  allowing  the  rule  which  he  now  lays  down,  (which  is  far 
from  being  correct,)  that  they  alwaj^s  signify  endless  dnra^ 
tion,  vnle^  the  nature  of  the  subject  to  which  they  are  applied, 
require  a  difierent  meaning,  it  does  not  afford  htm  the  alightesi 
help.  For  I  masntain  that  the  nature  of  ponisfament,  being  r«« 
formatorf^thBi  its  infliction  being  a  wise  and  salutary  chastise- 
meat,  administered  in  goodness,  and  not  in  cruelty  or  revenge^* 
reqirires  a  strictly  HmiUd  B%nification  of  otsnton,  when  allied  to 
it.  This  position  has  been  established,  I  trust,  to  the  sattsfaelion 
erf  every  candid  mind.  Although  we  may  not  be  able  in  all  cases, 
to  discover  the  way  in  which  punishment  produces  this  effeett  yst 
otir  ignorance  does  not  anmhilate  this  most  glorious  and  holy  prin- 
ciple in  the  divine  government.  And  a  punishment  which  re-( 
moves  men  from  one  world  to  another,  as  in  the  case  of  the  an- 
tediluvians and  others,  is  no  more  an  exception  to  this  most  ad- 
mirable rulC)  than  one  which  should  remove  the  guilty  from  one 
coDtinent  to  another. 

My  friend  Holmes  sag^  inqnires,  by  l»rhat  Tule  I  determtas 
that  ^  forever^  means  time  without  end,  when  God  says  he  will 
not  csttt  off  forever ;  but  Imifed  time,  when  he  says  he  will  east 
off  forever f  Although  my 'opponent  declares  tliere  are  man;2^ 
places  where  God  says  he  iffill  cast  off  forever,  jret  there  is  hut 
one  passage  in  the  Bible  where  such  an  expression  occurs,  and 
that  was  uttered  by  David  with  especial  reference  to  Solomon, 
and  to  no  (rther  mortal  among  men. — (1  Chron.  xxviii.  9.)  In  this 
ease,  forever  evidently  means  tnne  without  end.  But  the  passage 
does  not  show  that  Solomon  would  have  been  punished  forever 
for  disobedience.    The  sentiment  conveyed  by  David,  was  that  if 

*Te  thoM  who  would  read  an  inttrtitiiig  work  on  Uiig  iiibject,  I  would  recom- 
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SMtMMii  frtyvied  «nl«iHlifiil  to  hm  tntut  M-theimkr^  ft»Iktw#8, 
GM  would  fofever  cast  h*fn  ^  as  m  kiiif(  of  fwael ;  while  n  « 
nMoriicr  ol  the  banmii  race,  mercy  woald  hare  beeo  e«aani«d  to 
him  on  repeiitaiiee;-^[See  p.  470.] 

la  ffeieranoe  to  the  examples  I  have  given  of  the  scripture  usago 
of  tha  Oraek  word  ** « »,"  ra^  o^oaeat  says,  every  paasa^  I  qiio> 
ted,  proves  that  that  word,  ia  itself,  means  €nilm§  dntatioii.  It 
is  diftcak  to  ooaeetve  the  Elder  so  igBoraat,  as  to  beHevo  hia 
honest  in  this  declaration.  It  only  requires  ik»  s%hte8t  glanee 
at  the  passages  where  et  ooeurs,  to  see  thai  in  every  ease,  with- 
ottt  ezeeptsoa,  it  is  need  to  signify  an  indeftmUt  bat  iimtM  period 
of  time. — [See  p.  744.]  Ha  says  when  m  ia  applied  to  poais^ 
nnatof  th^  sinner  in  eterniiffj  it  mesne  ^artag  cteffaity.  Thia 
woaAd  aot  follow.  It  would  not  showthat  the  pnaishmeat  wo«M 
be^nag  etarnity,  but  that  daring  its  infliction,  itwai^  be  ««•»- 
twrupM'  whether  the  duration  was  longer  or  shorter.  But  my 
dear  ffieadt  the- word  mi  is  not  in  a  sia^  instaaee  ia  the  Bihloi 
applied  to  the  puaiehment  of  the  ainaer  tn  Meruit f/  Hcaoa  yoar 
dectofatioB  pnnres  nothing. 

Mr:  Holmes complaias of  my  seventy. iadeteetaig  the  auaicp* 
rssentatioa  ol  the  language  of  Dr.  BalW  ia  the  ^*  Aacicnt  Hia* 
tory  cd  Uaiv«reatism.^'  I  oaUed  it  "^  a  mtoa^  atlaspt  to  cast  ^^ 
pavagemsnt,''  not  in  consequence  of  the  misqaotatioat  hirt  lor  hia 
gfoandlesa  ohai^ge  of  faluhhod  against  Dr.  B  ,  die  aathor---*  der> 
gymaa  and  writer  of  the  highest  dis^ocio&  ia  ow  eoan^,  wmi 
whose  repntatioa  for  veracity,  is  as  ansalHed  as  the  light  of  the 
saft.  This  chacge  was  the  more  '^meaa,**  becaase  it  was  made 
not'  from  aa  examination  of  ]>r.  Bailout  own  langaagei  al- 
though he  fMUndi  to  quote  his  words,  but  from  a  hurned  eyaapaia 
which  he  came  across  ia  an  almanac/ f  I  repeat  it  was  taaiawi 
ly  to  chaige  such  a  man  with  falsehood  belore  the  worid,  oa 
gfouttda  so  entirely  nugatory.  Mr.  BaUeu  does  not  say  Augua- 
tiae  was  the  J&rst  writer  who  asserted  that  the  Greek  word  aiaii 
and  its  derivatives,  meant  endless  duration.  Hia^edaratiQa  aoi 
that  ta4ha  writings  of  Augu^ne  wc  mee^  wi^  the  firsl^sn|yei«M 
in  legard  to  atoti — By  which  I  understand  him  to  meaa,  that 
Augustaae  was  the  first  Cbristian  theologian  who  attemp^d  to 
show  that  aion^  and  its  deriv^ves,  when  appUcd  to  /wiaiifcswwi; 
signiied  endless  dnration. 

Ia  r^^rd  to  the  rebuke  I  rendered  him  ia  my  last  saaach — 
[p.  767,]  for  his  wilful  misrepreseatattoas,  he  says  I  hoilod  over 
with  cage,  and  indulged  in  a  traia  of  railiiMr  trnly  hamiliaii^g. 
Thai  he  felt  truly  humiliated  in  having  his  wtckadaeai  as* 
posed,  I  hava  no  doul^  With  a  mock  air  of  iniared  iaaoocnaa, 
he  si^s  he  *'only  made  a  lew  plain  statamenls  of  pkua  facta." 
If  he  had  said  he  had  only  uttered  a  few  plain  falsehoods,  well 
knowing  them  to  be  snch«  he  would  have^oms  maclt  aaatar  the 
reality.    Comparing  hb  professions  of 
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bake  I  iwUnioistered^  was  richly  deserved.  I  do  not  ynoader  ho 
wiaces  uoder  the  infllctioa.  i  trust  he  will  be  induced  by  his  ^a* 
pedeac«  in  this  insUncei  to  *^  so  and  biujm  more  !*' 

£Uer  Holmts  in  his  dignified  style,  denominates  my  exDoeitioo 
ol  Lhe  PaiabW  of  the  Sheep  and  the  Goats,  (MaU.  xxv.  ^1,)  '*«. 
loMff  larrappj^  *'  nMce  trash,''  etc.  But  with  singi;Uaff  consisleacy 
he  forthwith  enters  upon  a  formal  and  labored  reply,  to  the  saera 
tiash  Mui  farrago ! !  The  public  are  abundantly  competent  to 
}vA^  of  the  mariW  of  my  exposition*  and  of  his  reply.  I  rheet 
f^liy  submit  the  subject  to  their  decision,  with  a  few  remartait 
In  refefaace  to  my  position  that  Christ  comes  into  this  world  to 
j advent)  he  r^^liesy  **you  wiU  look  in  vain  for  any  such  decla- 
nUion.'*  To  test  the  depaadenca  to  be  placed  on  this  assenioay 
let  the  first  words  of  the  parable  be  read : — ''  When  the  Sob  o{ 
Maa  shall  cone  ia  his  glory/*  &c.  Come  where?  lato  thia 
world.  My  oppaaent  allows  that  all  of  the  24th  chapter  to  tha 
42i  ▼ersai  relera  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  Yet  a  short 
time  aince  he  was  ridiculing  Universalists  for  applying  soma  pof^ 
tiooa  of  the  New  TesUrnant  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  In 
tha  part  ha  allows  refers  to  the  i»rarthrow  of  the  Jewish  city  aail 
teiaple,  occurs  the  following  language — **  Immediately  after  the 
trihttlation  9I  UKNia  daysi  shall  the  san  he  darkened,  and  tha 
moaa  shali  aot  give  her  light,  and  the  stars  shali  fall  from 
heavcA,  and  tha  powers  of  the  heayens  shall  be  shaken.  Ab4 
tkea  shall  appear  the  sign  of  the  Son  of  aukn  in  heayea ;  aad 
then  shail  ajii  tha  tubes  of  the  earth  moura,  and  they  shall  S£E- 
tha  Son  of  maa  coming  in  the  clouds  of  heaven,  with  power  aod 
uraat  glory.  Aad  he  Miall  send  his  angels  with  a  great  soaad  q£- 
a. trumpet,  aad  they  shall  gather  together  his  elect irom  the  iova 
winds,  from  one  end  of  beayen  to  the  other'* — (Matt^  xziy, 
29-314  Now  let  our  Methodist  friends  uaderstaod,  that  £idar< 
Hol^Htt  acknowledges  all  this  description  of  the  coming  of  tha 
Son  of  man,  has  no  reference  to  a  day  of  Judgment  in  t&  futava 
world,,  but  that  our  Savior  was  simply  deaonhinfr  the  ds$iruitt^m 
qfJerumlemJ  In  view  of  this  fact,  I  ask  them  if  they  can  hmwm,- 
WL^y  difficulty  in  believing  that  the  Redeemer  veferied  to  the  eaiae 
eif€tUj  in  the  Parable  of  the  Sheep  and  Goats,  which  he  mterad 
in  the  same  discourse  1  But  what  authority  has  my  f rieikd  lor* 
asserting  that  a;t  the  424  verse  of  the  24th  cha0er,  ieaoa  cloaes 
the  account  of  the  destruction  of  Jenisalem,  aad  ooaimeiicea  de- 
a^cibiag  a  future  day  of  Judgment  ?  What  anthoiity  has  he  for 
saying>  that  without  the  least  possible  intimation  to  thateAct 
oor  Lord  at  that  verse,  made  a  aiolaeof  some  thouaandeof  veara 
and  commenoed  speaking  of  an  entirely  different  event  1  He  hit 
not  the^sii|phtee^  authority  for  it.  There  is  ao  other  gronod  foi 
believing:  it,  than  the  nakedi  unsuftported  assertion  of  0aya^ 
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and  «6€  if  there  is  thft  smallest  aatlionty  for  ass^rtkig  llat  our 
Wrd  made  sc  impoitant  a  change  in  his  6ub|ect  at  Terse  *2.  Dr. 
Clarke  adcaowledges  with  a  candor  I  should  be  pleased  to  see 
my  opponent  imitate,  that  all  of  the  24th  chap,  and  of  the  2§tli 
cmip.  to  the  ^Ist  verse,  ineludinff  the  parables  of  the  ten  virgmM^ 
and  of  the  talents,  ra«y  be  applied  to  the  destruction  cfJervx^emf 
In  whom  will  the  Methodists  have  most  confidence,  Dr.  Ciatke 
or  Rev.  David  Holmes ! 

The  tmth  is,  the  most  utter  confasion  prevails  among  orAodoz 
commentators,  in  their  efforts  to  prove  that  oar  Lord  teaches  a 
futare  general  day  of  Judgment,  in  his  discourse  lecoried  in  the 
24th  and  25lh  chapters  of  Matthew.  They  come  to  the  conside- 
ration of  that  discourse,  with  their  minds  fuUy  made  ap.thatsem# 
where  in  it,  the  Redeemer  must  refer  to  such  a  future  day  of  /udg- 
meiit.  But  the  evidence  is  so  strong  that  in  a  great  part  of  the 
discourse,  he  is  describing  the  overthrow  of  the  Jewish  peo- 
ple, and  the  destruction  M  their  city  and  tempk,  that  they  can 
not  avoid  acknowledging  it ;  yet  still  insisting  that  sowMiaUK  he 
chaiiffes  his  topic  to  a  day  of  Judgment  in  the  invisible  world. 
But  there  is  an  almost  universal  disagreemeat  among  them,  as  to 
the  place  where  this  momentous  chanre  of  topic  takes  place. 
Some  say  the  change  is  made  at  the  29th  verse  of  chapter  24. 
Others  insist,  it  is  at  the  42d  verse  of  the  same  ebapter  Othen 
stit),  maintain  it  takes  place  at  the  commenccasent  of  the  f5th 
^.hapter.  And  some  go  as  far  as  the  31st  verse  of  that  chapter, 
>efore  they  can  find  a  place  where  thev  are  satisfied  Chrtst 
;lance8  from  Jerusalem  some  thousands  or  years  into  eternity !  t 
n  the  midst  of  this  evan^lical  war  of  words  and  utter  confa«oii« 
ivery  unprejudiced  and  inlelHgent  mind,  will  readily  see  that  the 
iedeemer  made  no  change  of  subject  in  any  part  of  the  two  chap- 
ters named ;  but  thnt  throughout  the  disoourse,  iacluding  the 
closing  parable  of  the  sheep  and  goats,  our  Lord  describes  the 
dealings  of  God  with  his  ancient  people,  when  he  cast  them  ande 
into  age«lasting  punishment,  as  unfitted  to  be  the  depomlories  of 
theft  gospel  which  was  then  to  be  prochHmed  throughout  the 
world. 

In  reference  to  my  "Corroborative  Facts,**  and  to  my  assertion 
that  St.  John  omits  entirely  in  his  Gospel  and  Epistles,  the  woris 
^eternal  punishment,"  *^ everlasting  punishment,**  nnd  **everias* 
ting  fire,"  the  Elder  replies,  that  he  also  omitted  the  eenealogy  of 
Christ,  the  Lord^s  prayer  and  the  transfiguration !  Wonderm ! ! 
And  so  my  friend  thinks  there  is  no  more  significance  to  a  writer 
of  aOospel  omitting  all  reference  to  a  doctrine  so  awfully  nMRneft- 
tous,  if  true,  as  that  men  stand  in  danjrer  of  endless  agony  and 
sin,  than  in  omitting  the  genealogy  of  Ckriet^  etc.  Hesay«  John 
did  teach  the  doctrtne  of  endless  puaiehment,  as  demriy  aa  nay 
one  of  the  divine  writers.  Why  did  not  the  Oder  give  us  a  spe* 
cimen-of  Jeha'e  Iniiguage  in  support  of  tlna  dsthiwition  ?    I  dMj 
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u.  the  position.     Re  has  not,  lie  cannot,  produce  a  passa^i^e  from 

g  the  Gospel  or  Epistles  of  that  Apostle,  which  by  any  fair  inter- 

pretation,  farors  a  doctrine  so  unreasonable  and  ungodly ! 
In  reply  to  my  declaration  in  regard  to  the  entire  absence  of 
^  the  word  **Ae//,'*  from  the  writings  of  St.  Paul,  Mr.  Holmes 

childishly  seeks  to  make  an  offset,  by  showing  the  want  of  the 
word  »*  heaven."  But  those  who  examine  his  list  of  the  omis- 
sions of  this  word,  will  find  it  exceedingly  imperfect.  It  does, 
occur  in  several  epistles  where  he  says  it  is  omitted,  Having  no 
confidence  in  his  own  labors  on  this  point,  he  adroitly  furnishes 
himself  with^  loop-holes  for  retreat  from  detection,  in  such  expres- 
sions as — "if  1  mistake  not" — "in  connection  with  the  future 
happiness  of  the  righteous" — ''in  reference  to  the  future  state.** 
etc.  No  intelligent  reader  of  the  New  Testament  can  be  deceived 
b^  the  Elder's  attempt  to  throw  dust,  on  this  subject.  The  doc- 
triae  of  a  place  or  state  of  future  and  endless  happiness,  is  clearly 
taught  throughout  the  writings  of  the  New  Testament,  in  a  great 
variety  of  words  and  forms  of  expression.  But  it  is  wholly  dif- 
ferent in  regard  to  "  hell."  My  friend  and  all  modern  divines  are 
continually  proclaiminjg^  that  in  the  future  world  there  is  an  end- 
less hell,  where  a  portion  of  mankind  will  experience  inexpressi- 
ble tortures,  as  long  as  God^s  throne  shall  stand !  If  men  are 
exposed  to  such  a  doom  now,  they  must  have  been  in  the  days  of 
the  New  Testament.  Yet  we  find  St.  Paul  and  other  of  the  Apos- 
J  ties  preached  all  their  life-time,  declaring  that  they  had  not  failed 

f  to  proclaim  *Uhe  whole  counsel  of  God,"  and  never  aliudml  to 

f  future  torments,  nor  even  mentioned  such  a  place  as  "hell!** 

4  From  this  important  omission,  we  draw  a  fair  and  legitimate  infer»> 

<•  ence  that  they  did  not  beHeve,  nor  preach  the  doctrine  of  endless 

.1  punishment. 

<  Referring  to  the  Apostles*  Creed,  the  gentleman  says  it  does 

y  teach  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  by  implieation.    The 

idea  that  a  creed,  written  expressly  to  lay  down  a  precise  and 
/  distinct  platform  of  doctrines,  teaches  the  most  important  of  all 

/  doctrines,  if  true,  only  by  impliaUion,  is  truly  original !     But  the 

f  Apostles*  Creed  does  not  inculcate  endless  punishment,  even  by 

implication.     When  it  says,  "  from  thence  he  shall  come  to  judge 
/  the  Irving  and  the  dead,"  if  we  give  these  words  the  meaning 

•  they  conveyed  in  the  early  age  when  the  creed  was  written,  we 

are  to  understand,  that  he  came  to  etercise  rule,  authority,  over 
y  the  living  and  the  dead—  i.  e.,  all  mankind,  in  his  office  as  Me- 

diator between  God  and  man,  and  as  Ruler  in  his  gospel  king- 
[^  dom.  As  to  the  cre^d  the  Eider  has  drummed  up,  it  is  n<»t  what  has 

\\  always  been  denominated  the  Apostles'  creed.     The  Creed  as  I 

^  gave  it,  is  the  form  io  which  it  has  been  used  in  the  Catholic 

u  church,  for  more  than  tifteen  hundred  years,  and  in  the  Episcopal 

,  church  from  its  formation,    it  is  the  only  form  these  churches 

.,  acknowledge  as  genuine. 
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The  Eldeft  seeks  to  caet  disparaeement  on  the  seriptares  I  haT« 
quoted  iii  proof  of  the  salvatioa  oftUl  men.  He  says  be  has  yet 
to  see  the  first  passage  without  perversion,  which  makes  any 
thiug  for  unconaifional  Universal  Salvation!  As  for  uacondf 
tional  salvation,  all  will  hea;-  me  witness  I  have  contended  for  zio 
such  salvation.  Universal  Salvation  will  be  effected  throogb  a 
compliance  with  conditions,  not  against  them,  nor  independent  of 
them.  As  my  friend  has  not  yel  seen  even  the  first  passage  in 
'proof  of  Universal  Salvation,  let  me  accommodate  him  with  one  : 
^^  God  hath  concluded  them  all  in  unbeliefs  that  he  might  have  Mem- 
CY  upon  ALL!"— (Rom.  xi.  32.)  Here  is  another:—"  Wko  viU 
have  ALL  MEN  to  be  SAVED,  and  come  to  llie  kno%dedge  of  tkt 
truth  P — (1  Tim.  ii.  4.)  Does  the  Elder  now  see  these  pa^sa^es  ? 
— or  does  he  still  close  his  eyes?  And  seeing  them,  what  other 
sentiment  can  he,  or  any  living  man,  make  them  coovey»  bat 
Universal  Salvation  ? 

My  opponent  quo.es  from  the  writings  of  Mr.  Kidwell  and  3klr. 
Ballou,  to  show  that  some  of  the  most  intelligent  of  my  brethren, 
are  giving  up  the  scriptural  argument  in  favor  of  Universal  Sal- 
vation !  This  is  truly  amazing ! ! !  As  for  Mr.  Kidweirs  Tiews 
of  the  Bible,  they  have  long  since  been  repudiated  by  the  XTeat 
mass  of  Universalists ;  and  ne  is  uot  acknowledged  as  an  expo 
nent  of  our  sentiments.  The  use  which  the  Elder  makes  of  the 
language  of  Mr.  Ballou,  is  a  total  perversion  of  the  sentimeDti 
of  Its  author.  No  writer  on  theology  places  more  dependence 
on  the  scriptures,  to  prove  the  truthfulness  of  his  doctrines,  thai 
does  Mr.  Ballou,  and  none  quote  more  scripture.  His  writings 
abound  with  profuse  quotations  from  every  part  of  the  Bible. 

H  iving  exhausted  all  other  resources  to  weaken  my  course  of 
argument  in  this  discussion,  the  Elder  in  his  last  extremity  falls 
again  to  misrepresenting  me.  He  declares  that  I  assert  a  doctrine 
at  one  time,  and  deny  it  at  another — that  I  argue  in  a  circle — 
and  that  I  conduct  so  strangely  he  cannot  comer  me,  no  torn  ne 
off  from  my  track — but  that  at  all  times,  he  has  found  me  reaijy 
to  meet  him  on  every  point  and  in  every  contingency — and  fia- 
ishes  his  dolorous  lamentations,  by  choice  and  classical  illustn- 
tions  drawn  from  **  otter  slides,*^  and  snake  stories ! !  To  all  of 
which  I  have  nothing  to  reply.  The  good  sense  of  the  public 
cannot  fail  to  see  under  this  attempt  to  cast  dispara^ment  gb 
my  proceedings,  the  despair  of  a  defeated  controversialist. 

And  my  dear  brother,  although  debating  with  me  eight  dsfs^ 
cannot  even  yet  imagine  what  I  believe,  or  what  I  have  been  ad- 
vocating. [  trust  some  of  his  Sabbath  School  children  will  have 
the  gooJness  to  enlighten  him  on  this  subject.  It  would  be  s 
ity  to  have  him  stray  longer  in  the  dark  I  He  acknowledge^  I 
lave  adhered  faithfully  to  one  thing,  viz  :  that  all  mankind  wiH 
finally  become  holy  and  happy.  Ah.  yes!  this  is  true!  Thb 
was  the  exact  question  we  were  discussing.    While  my  oppo* 
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HBQt  hat  kimtelf  wandered  in  all  directionji,  find  endeaTored  by 
everv  art,  to  have  me  follow  him — while  he  has  sought  to  bring 
in  almost  every  topic  the  Aeid  of  theology  contains,  to  confuse 
our  debate,  and  mar  its  unity,  I  have  adhered  closely  and  steadily 
to  the  matter  which  legitimately  claimed  our  attention.  I  ac- 
knowledge this.  Knowing  that  ail  my  friend's  hopes  of  suc- 
cess depended  on  his  introduction  of  topics  entirely  irrelevant  to 
the  point  at  issue,  to  occupy  the  minds  of  our  hearers,  I  deter- 
mined from  the  beginning,  to  defeat  his  purpose  by  a  faithful  ad- 
herence to  the  questions  before  us.  And  that  of  which  my  friend 
complains,  I  am  conhJent,  will  be  considered  a  matter  of  com- 
mendation by  a  discriminating  public. 

Having  endeavored  in  vain  to  destroy  the  criticisms  I  have 
made  in  regard  to  certain  Greek  words,  my  friend,  after  his  usual 
assertion  ot  my  blunders,  linally  turns  me  over  to  *'  that  portion 
of  the  public  who  understand  the  subject.^'  To  this  I  can  have 
no  objection.  Wt)ile  making  no  pretensions  to  perfection,  and 
acknowledging  mjrself  liable  to  be  mistaken,  I  trust  it  will  be 
found  that  my  criticisms  are  correct,  in  all  essential  points  that 
can  have  any  bearing  on  the  questions  at  issue. 

Elder  Holies  complains  oi  the  sfirit  in  which  I  have  conducted 
the  discussion — and  from  time  to  time,  has  declared  I  indulge  in 
hard  words,  and  hare  not  treated  him  respectfully.  In  reply  I 
would  say,  that  although  I  may  have  erred  in  this  ref>pect,  in  bome 
ioatancest  yet  1  have  endeavored  to  exhibit  a  christian  spirit,  and 
at  the  same  time,  call  things  by  their  right  names.  I  am  willing, 
Ju>wever,  that  my  course  in  these  respects,  should  be  compared 
with  my  opponent's.    Let  an  impartial  public  decide  between  us. 

My  position,  the  gentleman  informs  us,  reminded  him  of  the 
declaration  of  Gen.  Taylor,  that  a  certain  regiment  at  Buena  Vista 
waa  defeated  three  times,  without  knowing  it !  I  thank  my  friend 
ior  the  compliment.  The  old  General  uttered  this  declaration 
ironically,  as  the  highest  compliment  to  the  bravery,  firmness  and 
akill,  of  that  dauntless  band  i  The  fact  was,  they  were  not  de- 
feated at  all ;  but  by  their  intrepidity,  coolness  and  energy,  they 
aiftcceeded  in  achieving  one  of  the  most  splendid  victories  recorded 
in  the  pages  of  history  I  Does  m^r  opponent  acknowledge  his 
position  and  succe«s  in  this  discussion  to  be  represented  by  the 
Mexican  forces  in  that  battle  1* 


*  On  p.  662,  Mr.  Holmes  has  inserted  «  note  in  relation  to  the  decUretions  of 
,  sotnebody,  whom  he  denominates  Universalist«.  Whether  snch  language  was 
f  : '  a-vwr  vsed  or  not,  I  have  no  means  of  knowing.  But  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying 
^X  I  have  not  the  slightest  belief  any  Universalist  ever  niade  snch  assertions.  If  they 
'  /  w«re  ottered  at  all,  the  probobilitf  ie,  it  waa  by  some  skeptical  iiuHvidaals,  who, 
J  "  brooglU  up  in  ^e  midst  of  modern  evangelivsl  reHgioniste,  and  beholding  for  years 
,  p?  «!»•  wide  distinction  between  Ute  fro/emi^n  and  tfaa  pmHiM  o€  eo  many  of  then, 
^    ^  hMd  become  disgusted  with  soch  glarinf  hypocrisy,  and  fidkn  iaU  doubt  ia  regard 
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It  eaniidt  fail  t6  bare  l>cwi  nodeed  "by  di^nrninsting 
that  there  has  beea  a  perfect  aereement  between  Elder  Hotewi 
and  myself,  in  regard  to  all  the  fundamental  frtmfsft  neceaaarify 
Mirdved  in  this  &bate.  We  agree  in  attributing  the  sane  dap- 
acteristics  to  God — we  agree  ih  oar  riews  of  his  original  purposes 
and  plans  in  the  creation  of  the  human  race — we  agree  ttat  it  wii 
his  nrimary  Desire,  Will,  Intention  and  Purpose,  to  bnneall  mut- 
kina  to  a  nnal  state  of  holiness  and  happiness.  Wh^r  do  we  not 
agree  in  our  conclusions  respecting  the  ultimate  conditicm  of  mta- 
kind  t  Evidently  it  must  be  because  one  of  us  err  in  ovr  metbei 
of  reasoning.  He  reasons  that  God^s  Desire  and  Inteintkm  to  bstv 
all,  will  be  frustrated  by  the  very  conditions  and  terms  of  saht- 
tion,  which  he  affixed  for  xhetr  fulfilment.  I  reason  that  all  tensi 
are  but  means  adopted  for  the  fulfilment  of  his  original  purpoKs 
reacting  man,  and  hence,  so  far  from  frustiatin^  those  purposei, 
they  will  be  ultimately  the  inistruments  bv  which  they  will  be> 
come  perfectly  fulfilled !  To  say  that  God^s  plans  must  be  ove^ 
thrown  because  men  will  not  comply  With  the'eonditioas  of  sal- 
vation— ^is  but  saying  that  the  measures  adopted  by  Ciod.  to  ac- 
complish his  purposes,  have  in  fact,  defeated  them.  It  is  bat  say- 
ing that  Jehovah  is  entirely  dependent  on  the  itotkt  am!  wkime  of 
his  creatures,  for  the  completion  of  his  grestt  and  frloritras  pla»! 
It  is  equivalent  nioreovet,  to  8a3rittg  that  Jesus  will  not  fahhftny 
accomplish  his  mission,  which'is  to  bring  all  maakind^-^aot  by 
■any  coercion^  ot  force — h^X  by  the  power,  the  pensaaaions^  and  ia- 
fluences  of  his  truth  and  love — into  a  willingnesa  to  conply  witk 
all  the  stipulated  terms  of  salvation !  I  submit  it  to  the  eonsifr' 
ration  of  an  enlightened  public  to  determine  whick  of  these  two 
methods  of  reasoning  is  the  most  logical  and  scriptmrnl — ihsi 
which  insisu  that  the  objects  for  which  Deity  created  maakiai 
will  be  frustrated  in  the  case  of  mtUtons  <ff  souls,  or  that  whki 
contends  that  in  regard  to  every  created  being  his  piana  will  W 
successfully,  triumphantly  and  gloriously  accompli^ed.  Everr 
Calninist  in  the  land  w)ll  acknowledge  that  EMer  Hoboes  hm 
lost  the  question.  He  has  entirely  failed  to  aatisfy  this  gpnt 
body  of  his  ^*  evangelical*'  brethren.  They  will  insist  thiat  is  al- 
lowing my  premises,  that  Christ  died  for  all,  and  that  U  is  tIm 
Will  and  Purpose  of  God  to  save  all,  he  nmst,  to  be  ciisisiii* 
and  logical,  admit  that  all  will  eventually  be  saved.  For  wiA  « 
perfect  QMi  and  a  perfect  Savior,  to  desi^^  to  «9i//,  to  mttewift  saf 
work,  is  most  assuredly  to  accomplish  it. 

One  imponant  result  of  this  discussion,  has  been  to  cosipel  & 

der  Holmes  to  abandon,  partially  at  least,  the  usuml  oittioJ?t 

.  ground,  on  a  number  of  momentous  points^  and  take  several  s-^ 

-«•  ai«  raaMjr  of  ta^  MUgton.  Tk«f«  «n  tfeonHNvis  «C  muKk  p«o^  to  W  faaiii  • 
«ftr  tt«utt7.  Wtf*I  tQ'CoU«ot«iidi«eocd  Um  foolkl^aad  hjmit  w^ji^gk  tt  » 
M«tkodttU,  aad  otiur  amlf»tfi»d  ortliodox  Mcts,  ia  rtfwd  t«  UuvvsattlagM^  *«f 
woald  ail,  aol  a  sMffiiiftl  aoU,  bat  aa  Mitin  toIiub*. 
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tovards  theUnlTeraiiJist  constracHon  ot  scripture.  He  has  been 
compelled  by  the  force  of  scripture  argument^  to  acknowledge  tbat 
the  "  Judgmenf  ^  which  Christ  was  appointed  to  execute,  is  the  Me- 
diatorial reign  he  has  been  empowered  to  extend  over  man,  and 
that  it  takes  place  in  part,  in  ihisltfe.  Heretofore  it  has  been  a  car- 
dinal point  in  all  Evangelism,  that  that  Judgment  consisted  solely 
in  a  judical  trial  and  sentence,  and  was  confined  exclusively  to 
anotber  world.  It  has  also  been  a  standard  opinion  in  his  school 
i'4  of  theolQgv,  that  *' eternal  life,^^  was  a  condition  of  eternal  or 
-,ff  endless  and  perfect  felicity,  in  a  future  state  of  being — that  it  was 
^.  >^  ft  reward  given  to  men  hereafter  for  tbeir  good  deeds  here.  From 
^^  tjiis  point  be  has  been  driven ;  and  he  now  acknowledges,  th%t 
^1  **  eternal  life,**  consists  in  a  knowledge  of  God  and  Christ — bav- 
.  -tf  ing a  simi*iar  meaning  to  spiritual  life — and  that  it  can  be  obtained 
.  .^  and  enjoyed  in  the  present  teorld  f  Moreover,  it  has  been  a  car- 
..^1  dinal  article  of  belief  for  generations,  among  partialist  sects,  that 
.p<  there  is  no  punishment  in  this  life — that  the  present  world,  is 
^^  purely  a  state  of  probation— ^nd  that  the  punishment  sinners 
would  experience,  would  be  inflicted  wholly  in  the  world  to  come. 
From  this  ground  the  Elder  has  felt  himself  obliged  to  retreat. 
He  now  acknowledges  that  the  wicked  are  punished  in  the  pres^ 
ent  state  of  existence — thus  virtually  overthrowing  the  doctrine  so 
long  held  to,  that  men  in  this  life,  are  preparing  themselves  tp 
enter  upon  punishment  or  happiness  hereafter.  With  some  little 
display  of  cunning,  he  has  endeavored  to  slide  into  these  admis- 
sions without  attracting  the  attention  of  our  hearers.  '*  Of  course,*' 
He  says,  "  men  are  punished  in  this  world —the  judgment  day  be- 
gins on  earth— eternal  life  is  experienced  here — who  ever  thought 
of  denying  things  so  plain !" — when,  in  fact,  he  and  his  partialist 
brother  clergymen,  have  been  contending  against  these  things 
all  their  lives.  He  has  not  yielded  one  of  them,  until  the  ground 
was  completely  taken  from  beneath  his  feet !  Then  he  makes  a 
Tirtue  of  necessity,  and  vociferously  insists  he  has  always  enter- 
tained such  views ! !  These  are  important  modifications.  They 
indicate  a  giving  way  of  old  Motions  before  the  Kght  of  truth,  and 
warrant  us  in  the  belief  that  they  but  indicate  the  abandonment, 
ere  long,  of  errors  still  more  fundamental  and  important,  among  the 
orthodox  sects.  To  have  brought  my  friend  so  far  towards  the 
trtith,  is  an  ample  reward  for  the  labor  of  this  discussion,  and  proves 
conclusively  thai  it  has  not  been  in  vain !  It  now  becomes  the  par^ 
tialist  sects,  especially  the  Methodists,  to  acknowledge  and  endorse 
the  Elder^s  views  on  the  points  I  have  named.  And  when  this  has 
^neraUy  been  done,  we  hope  to  be  prepared  to  meet  them  again, 
and  bring  them  another  step  in  advance  towards  the  whole  truth 
as  it  is  in  Jesus ! 

There  are  many  other  things  of  a  most  glaringly  iBeoBsisteat 
Mrtare,  in  the  last  two  speeches  mi  my  opfonent,  wkidi  I  wae 
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anxious  to  notice  ]  bnt  time  will  not  allow.  I  must  trost  to  tbe 
good  sense  of  the  public,  to  detect  and  correct  these  fallacies.* 

This  protracted  discussion  is  now  about  to  close.  Its  influence 
on  your  minds,  and  the  minds  of  those  who  will  hereafter  peniae 
it,  cannot  be  determined  by  man.  My  sincere  prayer  to  God  i«, 
that  it  may  be  instrumental  in  turning  many  souls  from  darkness 
to  light — from  sin  to  genuine  rij;hteonsne88 — from  a  feeble,  hatt- 
ing, doubting,  trembling  belief  m  God  and  Christ,  to  a  true,  ei»- 
lightened  and  confiding  faith  in  the  Father  of  all  spirits,  and  tlie 
Savior  of  the  world  ? 

The  task  which  Elder  Holmes  attempted  to  accompiisb  in  tliu 
branch  of  our  discussion,  was  one  oi  a  sad,  gloomy,  and  dis- 
heartening character.  To  labor  to  prove  the  truth  of  that  which 
we  hate — and  strive  to  overthrow  what  we  feel  to  be  the  most 

fraud,  desirable,  and  lovely  of  all  things  imaginable — is  surely  a 
ard  lot.  And  this  was  the  fate  of  my  brother  on  this  qnescioa. 
He  hates  the  idea  of  endless  B^ony—  he  loves  the  thought  of  tht 
final  repentance,  holiness  and  happiness  of  all  mankind.  Yet  he 
was  condemned  to  the  pitiable  task  of  advocating  the  former,  and 
opposing  the  latter.  Is  not  his  condition  calculated  to  excite  the 
commiseration  of  all  tender  and  Christian  hearts  ? 

Standing  aloof  from  prejudice,  and  viewing  this  question  in  its 
entire  nakedness^  it  presents  the  stragest  anomalies  the  bumaa 
mind  was  ever  seriously  called  to  contemplate.  Stripped  of  all 
verbiage,  what  is  the  proposition  my  friend  has  advocated.  It  i» 
simply  this — ^That  a  Father  infinitely  kind  and  affectionate,  will 
voluntarily  torment  his  children  forever,  when  he  could  have 
made  them  all  happy — that  a  pure  and  holy  God  will  place  his 
creatures  where  they  shall  be  denied  the  privilege  of  reformatiooi 
and  be  compelled  to  sin  and  blaspheme  throughout  eternity,  when 
none  will  doubt,  he  could  have  brought  all  to  repentance  and 
righteousness,  were  his  Holy  Spirit  to  exert  but  a  small  portion  of 
its  irresistible  influence — that  the  plans  of  infinite  Wisdom  will 
he  frustrated — that  Omnipotence  is  too  weak  to  do  that  wbick 
God,  Christ,  angels,  and  all  good  spirits,  most  earnestly  desire^ 
that  the  promptings  of  boundless  Goodness,  will  result  in  eternal 
evil — that  a  Being  of  infinite  Love,  coolly  puts  into  operation  a 
work  which  he  di^tlnctiy  foresaw  woald  terminate  in  pfoduciag 
^dless  hatred,  sin*  agony,  and  in  making  his  own  name  to  bt 
forever  mingled  with  the  curses  wrung  oat  from  immortal  tenU 
by  the  pangs  of  eternal  woe ! ! !  Viewing  the  subject  in  thi^,  its 
true  lignt,  where  is  there  an  unsophisticated  mind — one  poaoess 
ing  any  clear  conceptions  of  right  and  wrong — of  cause  and  ef- 
fect-—of  reason  and  logic — that  would  attempt  to  support  itf 

*  It  wiU  h%  fMQ  Uiat  mj  tpwtkw  fium»U;f  occupy  aore  •|we«  ttea  ikam  d 
fildar  HoUbm.  In  cxplanatioa  t  wUh  to  stmto,  that  in  tho  otaI  ditrwiaa  1  iaem' 
rinblf  cpok*  WMrtirti,  vU  tt^qmatlf  §m-M(f,  £••*«  Hwnmy  a 
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And  if  compelled  by  the  force  of  circumAtances,  to  become  the 
public  alvocate  of  such  monstrosities,  what  reasonable  hope 
could  he  cherish  of  success  1  By  what  arts,  by  what  bewilder- 
ing sleigbt-of-hand,  by  what  cunning  legerdemami  could  he  think 
he  would  be  able  to  lead  the  people  through  the  crooked  paths  of 
sophistry,  so  far  away  from  their  plain  common  sense,  as  to  es- 
tablish in  their  minds,  sentiments  so  subversive  of  all  reason  and 
consistency ! 

Strange  as  it  may  appear  that  such  an  attempt  shoald  be  made 
in  this  intelligent  aze,  and  in  the  midst  of  the  bght  which  is  now 
flashing  on  the  public  mind,  this  is  the  work  in  which  my  oppo- 
nent has  been  engaged  for  so  many  days !  And  with  what  suc- 
cess 1  To  support  and  establish  a  question  so  irrational  and  im- 
probable, it  must  be  acknowledged,  re(}uires  a  vast  amount  of 
clear,  pointed,  positive  and  irresistible  testimony — testimony  which 
no  mind  can  avert — against  which  no  reason  can  raise  its  voice — 
before  which  the  judgment  must  bow  down  and  yield  Its  whole 
assent !  I  ask  this  audience — I  ask  the  public  at  large — has  El- 
der Holmes  introduced  testimony  of  this  descriptiqp,  or  any  thing 
that  approaches  the  required  weight  and  positiveness  1  Putting 
aside  all  he  has  uttered  in  misrepresenting  and  ridiculing  the  sen- 
timents of  Universalists,  and  all  he  has  spoken  on  irrelevant 
points,  what  has  he  said  which  yields  legitimate  and  direct  sup- 
port to  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  "l  Let  us  glance  at  his 
course : — 

He  has  brought  forward  some  slxteeen  arguments  as  'I  have 
numbered  them.  Allow  me  to  recapitulate  them,  and  at  the  same 
time  give  a  brief  synopsis,  of  my  answers.  1,  His  first  argument 
vras  the  moral  agency  of  man.  My  answer  was,  that  although 
the  creature  is  a  moral  agent,  yet  God  would  never  voluntarily 
endow  him  with  an  agency  which  would  frustrate  his  own  pur- 
poses towards  man,  or  peril  his  final  destiny. — [For  a  more  ex- 
tended reply,  see  p.  439]  2.  The  moral  attributes  of  God.  Ans: 
The  Deity  has  no  attribute  which  could  approbate  the  infliction  of 
gndless  pain.  The  Apostle  sums  up  the  whole  of  God*s  moral 
nature  in  the  single  declaration—"  God  is  Love.]'  Infinite  Love 
could  never  originate  or  approbate  a  plan  of  creation  which  would 
result  in  endless  wretchedness.  [See  p.  453.]  3.  The  analogy  of 
nature,  Ans :  God  does  not  permit  the  wickedness  of  the  evil 
and  unthankful  to  destroy  his  love  in  this  life,  but  overcomes  evi* 
with  good,  and  ever  allows  the  sinful  to  turn  to  him  in  re 
pentance,  and  abandon  the  ways  of  darkness  and  alienation.— 
The  analogy  of  Nature  proves  that  he  will  act  on  the  same  prin 
ciples  in  the  world  to  come. — [See  p.  458.]  4.  The  mis&ion  q, 
Ckri%i.  Ans:  Cbrisrs  Mission  was  to  save  the  world.  This  mj 
friend  will  not  deny.  If  Jesus  was  worthy  of  such  a  work — li 
the  Agent  whom  God  selected  was  at  all  fitted  or  competent  to  an 
undertaking  of  this  description— it  will  be  ultimately  lolfiiled. — 
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[p.  486.]    5.  fitfinan  Depravity.    Ant:  That  a  mas  is  depnFed 
to-day,  is  no  eyidence  he  will  he  lo-mormw,  for  nothing  is  more 
common  than  for  the  mont  wicked  to  repent  and  reform.     It   was 
man's  depravity  that  made  him  need  a  Savior.     Soielv  that  whick 
called  for  a  Savior,  cannot  prevent  a  Savior  from  fnnUKnr  ibe 
work  he  came  to  do. — [p.  486.]    6.  The  nature  of  the  Difshtt 
Law.    Ans :  The  divine  law  with  its  rewards  and  its  punish fBcnts, 
was  established  solely  for  the  good  of  those  over  whom  it  is  ex* 
ercised.    How  can  it  then  possibly  infttct  everlasting  evil  opon 
them  1— [p.   505.}    7.  The  Atonemeixt.     Ans:  The  Atonement 
was  not  made  to  reconcile  God  to  man,  batman  to  God.     It  wai 
made  for  all  men.     And  unless  God  and  Christ  have  eni^aged   itt 
such  a  work  in  vain,  it  will  finally  re«n1t  in   bringing  the  entire 
human  race  into  reconciliation  with  their  heavenly  Father,  and  to 
the  joys  of  immortal  life. — [p.  536,]    8.  The  moraf  turj^ndt  ef 
gin.    Ans:  Man's  sinfulness  cannot  be  measun-d  by  the   perfec- 
tions of  JehovaL    This  would  be  testing  the/«tfe  l^  the  infiniN, 
The  effect  cannot  exceed  the  cause.    Man  is  finite,  and  hia  ^^k&b 
of  every  description,  must  be  finite  also,  in  all  their  inflnences  and 
results.    As  sin  is  finite,  its  punishment  must  necessarily  be  fiaite, 
or  limited.— [^.  566.]    9.  Endkn  punishment  is  not  oppmtd  to 
the  moral  attributes  of  Ood.    Ans :  This  is  but  the  second  ail- 
ment re-vamped  in  a  negative  form.    There  is  not  a  moral  attrt- 
bttte  of  Jehovah,  which  does  not  arise  up  in  everlasting  oppoM* 
tion  to  such  a  punishment.    Even  his  Justiee  pronounces  an  inft* 
nite  condemnation  upon  it. — [p.  568.]    10.  numan  Probation. 
Ans :  Man  is  alwa3r8  on  probation  in  re^rd  to  rnoeh  that  gives 
him  happiness.     But  his  final  destiny—his  efwtfsss  state — has  ner* 
er  been  made  to  depend  upon  his  deeds  at  any  particuhr  ptri^ 
of  his  existence. — [p.  570.]     1 1 .   The  common  opinion  ofmmtkmd, 
Ans :  This  affords  not  the  slighest  criterion  of  judging  of  tba 
truth  of  doctrines.    If  we  are  bound  by  its  deastons,  every  Pkvl* 
eetant  sect  would  be  compelled  to  go  back  to  Bopery,  and  mU 
Christendom  turn  to  heathenism. — [p.  600.]    12.  Ccmd^sonaiiff 
pf  salvation,    Ans :  As  God  has  connected  conditions  with  salva* 
tion,  he  will  interpose  no  obstacle  to  prevent  his  creataree  c — 
plving  with  them,  either  in  this  worM  or  the  next     With 
privile^  ever  before  them,  all  men  will,  in  process  of  thne,  e 
ply  with  every  stipulated  condition  and  be  happy.— [p.  S93.y — 
13.  Contrast  between  the  righteous  and  the  wtcMl.     Ana:  TW 
scriptures  and  experience,  unite  to  teach  there  most  aeceeMrily 
be  a  contrast  between  the  condition  of  the  righteoaa  and  Um 
wicked,  so  long  as  men  continue  to  be  wicked.    But  this  farmab- 
es  no  possible  evidence  that  any  will  be  wicked  and  mtseralhle 
forever.— [p.   626  ]      14.  A  future  general  judgment.      Ajm: 
Not  a  pasMage  introduced  by  Eader  Holmes,  proves  that  the  J«^» 
ment  to  be  executed  by  Christ,  is  to  take  place  at  a  particnUr  dmj 
in  the  future  world.    I  showed  by  the  mostjioidtivt  f^^" 
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thai  Chrint  came  into  this  world  to  Judgment,  and  that  his  jadg* 
ment  or  reign,  commenced  at  the  oettinff  up  of  his  Mediatorial 
Kingdom,  and  will  continue,  in  this  world  and  the  next,  until  all 
men  are  brought  to  the  knowledge  and  enjoyment  of  the  truth.—- 
[pi  629.]  15.  The  final  condition  of  the  sinner.  Ans.  The 
scriptures  never  describe  punishment  as  the  FINAL  condition  of  a 
human  being.  But  the  condition  in  which  St.  Paul  leaves  all 
noen,  and  the  last  account  the  Bible  furnishes  of  their  state,  is  de- 
acribed  as  one  in  which  they  are  made  fit  for  the  residence  of 
the  Creator^^*  God  becomes  a?/  in  allP* — [p.  697.]  16,  Mean^ 
in^  of  the  terms  everlasting,  forever,  etc.  Ans ;  Aionion  and. 
aionf'os,  from  which  these  words  are  translated,  primarily  signify 
indefinite  and  not  endless  duration.  When  applied  to  any  thing 
which  of  itself  is  endless,  as  God  and  his  attributes^  their  mean- 
ing is  strictly,  time  without  end.  But  when  they  are  con* 
nected  with  punishment,  pain,  fire,  or  anjrthing  temporary  in  its 
nature,  they  signify  limited  time  — [p.  742.] 

1  wilt  not  ask  an  intelligent  public  whether  these  arguments 
furnish  the  description  or  the  amount  of  evidence,  which  we  have 
seen  is  necessary  to  establish  in  any  well  balanced  mind,  a  doctrine 
so  improbable  and  unreasonable  as  that  of  endless*  punishment — 
But  I  will  inquire  whether  there  is  in  this  long  catalogue,  a  sin* 
le  argument,  which,  when  properly  weighed,  and  seen  in  all  its 
earings,  its  premises  and  its  conclusions,  aifords  the  first  reason 
for  the  adoption  of  such  a  sentiment  ?  In  the  examination  I  have 
made  of  these  arguments,  I  have  endeavored  to  give  them  all  the 
weight  they  could  demand,  and  trust  I  have  exhibited  in  a  satis- 
factory manner,  their  vital  defects. 

I  have  not  only  shown  that  the  evidences  by  which  my  friend 
would  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  are  unsound  and 
unsatisfactory,  but  I  have  in  addition,  introduced  nineteen  Nega- 
tive Arguments,  alt  going  to  prove  the  fallacy  of  the  doctrine  of 
eternal  wretchedness.*  I  have  proved — 1.  That  the  doctrine  of 
Endless  Punishment  is  not  found  in  the  Old  Testament — nor,  in 
fact,  is  it  in  the  New. — [See  p.  463.]  2.  That  it  is  opposed  to 
Reason. — [p.465.]  3.  That  it  is  of  Heathen  origin — [p.  493.] 
4.  That  it  violates  that  Natural  sense  of  Justice  which  God  haa 
implanted  within  us. —[p.  514.]  5.  That  it  violates  the  funda- 
nnentat  law  in  God's  government,  which  declares  that  men  shall 
be  punished  according  to  their  deeds. — [p.  515.]  6.  That  it  de- 
stroys the  urtaintij  of  the  administration  of  Rewards  and  Punish- 
ments— tP  516]  7.  That  it  presents  the  character  of  God  in  • 
an  abhorrent  light, — [p.  517.]  8.  That  its  tendency  is  to  harden. 
the  hearts  of  its  practical  believers. — [p.  545.]  9.  That  it  de- 
fttroys  the  Parental  nature  of  God.— [p.  547.]     10.  That  it  reprer, 

*In«tea4  of  reiterating  the  detaile  of  thete  argmaMa%  I  (iTe  iIm  pagv  wkara  tiU 
MwmAvt  —n  find  ihmm  in  full. 


t 


y  Google 


818  AVBTIw'g   TWELFTH   «EPL1 

Mats  bim  m  Tiohiting  in  his  own  proceedings,  the  moral  oriiici- 
ples  he  has  enjoined  on  man  — Ip.  573  ]  11.  That  it  chaige« 
him  with  needlessly  perpetuating  sin  aud  misery— [574.)  12. 
That  it  makes  him  dependent  on  man  for  the  accomplishment  of 
his  purposes.— Ip.  603.1  13.  That  it  dishonors  God,  and  dis- 
graces Christ  —tp.  fiOS.l  14.  That  it  is  never  recognized  in  the 
doctrines  of  the  Patriarchs,  Prophets,  Apostles,  8ainl6  and  Right- 
eotts  men,  whose  history  is  contained  in  the  Bible. — [p.  606.)  15. 
That  it  consigns  nineterUht  of  mankind  to  endless  sin  and  woe. 

[p.  634]     16.  That  it  sends  Tast  multitudes  of  the  best  moral 

men— statesman,  philosophers,  poets,  philanthropists,  the  learned, 
the  wise,  the  good— whose  only  alleged  fault  is  they  cannot  adopt 
certain  articles  of  faith  now  denominated  orthodox^  to  endless  ago- 
nies and  the  companionship  of  infernal  spirits.— [p.  636.)  17. 
That  it  reduces  religion  to  a  matter  of  selfish  and  sordid  calcula- 
tion,—[p.  637.1  18.  That  it  destroys  the  peace  of  those  believers 
who  seek  to  realizt  its  terrible  nature,  and  leads  to  insanity  and 
suicide.- [p.  713.1  19.  That  its  falsity  is  proved  by  a  large  mass 
of  corroborative  facts. — Ip.  763.1 

I  think  it  will  be  evident  to  the  minds  of  lho^e  unbiassed  bypred- 
judice,  that  each  one  of  these  Negative  Arguments,  is  sufficient 
to  disprove  the  eternity  of  punishment.  But  when  the  whole 
mass  is  weighed  in  the  scaler  of  enlightened  and  mature  judgment, 
it  must  present  an  insurmountable  obstacle  to  the  belief  of  that 
sentiment*  in  every  individual  who  is  not  blinded  by  bigotry,  or 
enslaved  by  catechisms  and  creeds. 

The  most  important  of  the  scripture  passages  which  have  been 
introduced  in  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  have  re- 
ceived my  candid  and  earnest  consideration.  I  trust  I  have  shown 
that  when  interpreted  on  correct  philological  principles,  and  under- 
stood according  to  their  true  common  sense  import,  and  their 
aoripture  usage,  they  contain  no  evidence  that  the  writers  of  the 
Bible  ever  intended  to  inculcate  such  a  sentiment  as  eternal  suffer^ 
ing.  This  conviction  is  greatly  strengthened  by  the  fact  that  the 
interpretation  for  which  my  opponent  has  contended,  arrays  these 
passages  in  a  direct  and  blank  opposition  to  God*s  character,  de- 
sire, intention  and  will— to  the  mission  of  Christ,  and  the  whole 
spirit  of  his  gospel — and  to  a  large  class  of  the  most  literal,  em- 
phatic and  positive  declarations  o?  the  Bible.  It  is  well  known 
that  the  advocates  of  endless  punishment,  rest  their  scripture  ar- 
gument almost  wholly  on  those  passages  where  forever,  eternal, 
and  everlasting  [tran^ated  from  aionion^  etc.]  occur.  Take  these 
words  from  the  Bible,  in  the  cases  where  they  are  applied  to  pun- 
ishment, and  the  whole  scriptural  ground  would  be  instantly 
abandoned.  There  would  be  no  passages  left,  in  which  they 
would  have  the  slightest  confidence.  In  my  examination  of  these 
words,  I  have  shown  that  in  no  sense,  can  a  meaning  of  strict 
endfiSfiMft  bt  drawn  from  them,  when  they  represent  thi  diitatian 
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y^         of  punishment*    Indeed,  the  idea  of  bnilding  ap  a  doctrine  so  ap* 
?s^  palling  and  monstrous  in  its  nature  and  consequences-^-ao  in  oppo- 

-'"'  aition  to  Grod's  goodness  and  holiness,  and  the  purest  and  best  de- 

::^  aires  of  men  or  aagels — on  a  strained  and  controrerted  constroo- 

«!^'  tlon  of  one  or  two  exceedingly  indefinite  words,  occurring  in  a  few 

^0  isolated  passages — the  idea  that  Jehovah  wouM  have  revealed 

lit  §ueh  a  doctrine  in  a  manner  so  bUnd,  indefinite  and  uncertain--4s 

j-i  a  supposition  most  unreasonable.    To  one  who  never  before  heard 

^ii  of  that  doctrine,  an  attempt  to  charge  it  to  God,  on  evidence  so 

^t  hard  to  be  ^t  at,  so  far-fetched,  and  when  obtained,  so  slender 

^:  and  uncertain,  would  be  viewed  ais  presumptive  as  it  was  abor- 

.  f  (ivef    Had  the  Creator  designed  to  reveal  a  sentiment  so  terrible, 

^  he  would  have  caused  it  to   oe  enstamped  on  every  page  in  the 

^■4  Bible,  in  words  too  plain  or  positive  to  admit  of   doubt  or  dia- 

^  pute.     If  the  Heavenly  Patent  had  exposed  his  children  to  a 

^  doom  of  endless  agony,  he  would  not  have  left  a  knowledge  of  it 

>  to  be  obtained  only  by  far-fetched  inference,  drawn  from  words 

.  {  of  varying  and  uncertain  meaning ;  but  would  have  written  its 

awful  truth,  and  recorded  his  solemn  warning,  in  letters  of  living 
^  fire  all  over  the  heavens ! ! 

^  1  tell  my  fnend  plainly,  and  all  who  sympatize  with  him,  that 

l_  the  doctrine  of  eternal  tortures,  which  he  has  so  strenuously  ad- 

vocated, is  a  blasphemous  imputation  on  the  wisdom  and  good- 
"^  ness  of  God — a  libel  on  the  Savior  of  the  world,  and  a  disgrace 

^  ^  to  Christianity.    It  violates  reason,  contradicts  the  scriptures,  and 

is  utterly  repugnant  to  all  the  purest  and  holiest  feelings  of 
the  christian  heart.    No  true  Christian  can  love  it.    To  all  souls 
influenced  in  the  slightest  manner  by  the  spirit  of  Christ,  it  is  bor- 
^,  rid  and  loathsome  to  the  last  degree.    It  has  no  connection  with 

■^  Christianity;  but  is  the  legitimate  oflspring  of  heathenism. — 

-^  Through  the  fears  which  its  tecriffic  nature  is  calculated  to  excite 

in  unenlightened  minds,  it  has  become  imbedded  deeper  and  stron- 
^  ^er  in  the  public  belief,  than  kindred  errors  which  were  generated 

^'  in  the  same  source,  but  have  long  since  passed  away.    Nursed  by 

'■[  auperstition-— strengthened  and  upheld  by  ignorance — it  has  been 

'-'  enabled  to  perpetuate  its  dark  features  down  to  our  own  day ! — 

^  But  it  must  PASS  away  I    Its  faithful  Btntineis  supenUtion  and 

^  ignorance,  which  have  so  watchfully  guarded  it  in  ages  past,  ar 

t  themselves  disappearing  under  the  onward  progress  of  truth.- 

ff  Aside  from  these,  it  haa  none  of  the  elements  of  perpetuity.  Wi 

■}  out  their  friendly  aid  it  cannot  stand  an  hour.    The  shades 

^  night  no  more  surely  recede  before  the  increasing  dawn  of  morni 

than  must  this  product  of  a  dark  age,  sink  into  its  merited  and 
^  tive  oblivion,  as  the  bright  rays  of  the  **  snn  of  righteousness" 

luminate  the  minds  and  purify  the  hearts  of  the  children  of  men. 
;t  Already  do  we  behold  tne  unerring  indications  of  a  speedy  d 

^  . 

^  *SMp.ffr. 
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eolation.  Most  of  those  clergymen  who  are  its  professed  be- 
lievers, fear  to  advocate  it  in  public,  or  scarcely  to  mention  it  hi 
their  ministrations.  And  those  who  relnctantJy  step  forth  as  its 
defenders,  are  ashamed  of  its  odious  features  as  formerly  beid, 
and  continually  seeking  to  conceal  them  from  the  people,  by  paint 
and  tinsel,  by  equivocation  and  sopistry  !  I  make  no  pretenstoAs 
to  the  vision  of  a  seer,  hnt  I  desire  to  leave  on  record  this  predic- 
tion— ^That  before  two  generatious  shall  have  Fucceed  the  present, 
it  will  become  a  matter  of  as  great  surprise  throughout  aJI  wets 
in  Christendom,  that  people  could  ever  have  believed  in  Endless 
Punishment,  as  it  now  is  that  a  belief  in  witches,  fairies,  and  bob- 
goblins  was  so  prevalent  a  century  ago.  Yes !  it  must  go  down  ! 
ft  is  doomed!  ^^Ickahodf*  is  in  scribed  upon  it.  And  let  it  g9 
doitn/f  Who  will  l)^wail  its  departure — who  lament  its  loss  ? — 
In  its  place  shall  arise  the  fair  fabric  of  Truth — beautifal  in  all 
its  proportions — and  blazing  with  the  glory  of  God  and  tbe 
Lamb  !  Let  it  go  down  /  It  shall  be  replaced  by  purer  and  bet- 
ter prin<jiples  of  action.  Under  the  teachings  of  the  Gospel,  men 
will  be  brought  to  that  high  standard  of  perfection,  where  they 
will  love  God  and  keep  his  commandments,  not  through  fear  of 
hell ;  but  through  the  promptings  of  gratitude,  filial  respect,  holy 
reverence,  and  a  love  6f  virtue  for  virtue's  sake  ? 

So  far  from  any  revelation  of  endless  punishment  having  been 
made  by  Grod,  his  Inspired  Word  coiltradicts  it,  as  we  have  seen, 
in  the  most  positive  manner,  and  establishes  beyond  douht  the  final 
salvation  of  all  hien.  I  have  shown  in  this  discussion,  by  posi* 
tive  scripture  declarations — 1.  That  God  has  Promi§ed  to  save  all 
men.— (Gen.  xxvi.  8,4. — ^Ps.  hcxxvi.  9.)  2.  He  has  Purpoted  to 
save  all  men. — (Eph.  i.  9, 10. )  3.  He  has  fFilied  to  save  all  men. 
— (Eph.  i.  9,  10.)  4.  He  has  pledged  his  (kuh  to  save  all  men. — 
(Isa.  xlv.  23,  24.)  5.  He  has  proclaimed  a  time  of  tbe  ReaHu- 
turn  ofallithin^y  by  the  mouth  of  all  his  holy  prophets  since  tbe 
world  began.~-(Actsiii.  20,  21.)  6.  He  has 'sent  his  Son  to  save 
all  men.— -(1  John  iv.  14.)  7.  Jesus  tasted  death  for  alU — (2  Cor. 
▼.  15.)  8.  He  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all. — {1  Tim.  ii.  6.) 
9.  He  became  a  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world. — 
(1  John  ii.  2:)  10.  Every  knee  sTiall  bow  and  every  tongue  con- 
fess that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to  the  glory  of  God  tne  Father. — 
(Phil.  ii.  9,  10.)  11.  All  shall  be  made  alive  in  Christ. — (1  0»r. 
XV.  22.)  12.  All  who  are  in  Christ  shall  become  new  creatures. 
<^-{2  Cor.  V.  17.)     13.  GoJ  has  declared  he  i0t// no/ retain  his  an- 

fer  forever,  because  he  delighteth  in  mercy. — (Micah  vii.  IS.) 
4.  He  has  declared  he  ijoill  not  contend  forever. — (Isa.  Ivii.  16.) 
15.  That  he  will  not  ca^t  off  forever,  but  will  have  comofus^tm^ 
according  to  the  multitude  of  his  mercies. — (Lam.  iii.  &1,  32.) 
Id.  Sin  and  all  the  works  of  the  devil,  are  to  be  destroyed. — 
(1  John  iii.  8.)  17.  The  detil  himself,  is  to  be  annihilated. — (Heh. 
ii.l4,>  18   Tears  are  to  be  wiped  from  off  all  faces. — (Isa.  xxv.8.) 
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19.  The  grave  [helt]  is  to  fall  into  oblivion. — (Hosea  xiii.  14.) 

20.  Death,  the  list  enemy,  is  to  he  destroyed — (1  Cor.  xv.  26 >— 
and  swallowed  up  in  victory. — (Isa.  xxv.  8.)  21.  God  will  have 
all  men  to  be  saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth. — 
i,l  Tim.  ii.  4.)  22.  He  hath  concluded  all  in  unbelief,  that  he 
might  have  Mecry  upon  ALL ! — (Rom.  xi.  32.)  23.  He  shall 
fiialty  become  ALL  in  the  hearts  of  ALL  his  creatures. — (1  Cor. 
XV.  ^  )  24.  Every  creature  which  is  in  heaven,  and  on  the  earth, 
and  under  the  earth,  and  such  as  are  in  the  sea,  and  all  that  are  in 
them,  will  at  length  be  heard  saying,  Blessing,  and  honor,  and 
glory,  anri  power  be  unto  him  tiiat  sitteth  upon  the  thron^j.  aod 
unto  the  Lamb  forever  and  ever. — (Rev.  v.  13.) 

I  insist  here  is  a  mass  of  testimony  which  no  man*  who  believes 
in  the  Bible,  is  at  liberty  to  resist,  or  can  resist  with'th^  approba- 
tion of  his  reason  and  conscience.  It  totally  annihljatea^  tne  doc- 
trine of  endless  punishment,  and  clearly  establishe.**  the  truth  of 
the  final  salvation  of  the  world.  These  passages  are  not  fi^ui^' 
tive,  parabolical,  or  in  any  way  indefinite  in  their  meaning,  as 
those  are  which  my  friend  has  cited  in  proof  of  the  ceaseless  du- 
ration of  punishment;  but  they  are  literal,  plain,  positive  an4  un- 
questioned in  their  meaning,  li  they  do  not  unequivocally  assert 
the  truth  of  Universal  Salvation,  then  human  language  cannot 
express  that  glorious  sentiment  We  have  seen  this  doctrine  bears 
alt  those  distinctive  features  which  ever  ch^xacterize  God's  truth* 
and  commend  it  to  the  reception  of  those  of  sound  minds  and  hon- 
est hearts.  It  is  a  doctrine  which  is  Scriptural,  Reasonable  and 
Desirable.  That  it  is  Scriptural,  to  an  unprecedented  degree,  we 
have  just  shown.  And  what  can  be  more  Reasonable  toan  ^he 
fact  that  a  Father,  who  is  infinitely  holy,  good  and  merciful — 
whose  spirit  is  Love — yrho  is  omnipotent  in  power,  and  abun- 
dantly able  to  do  whatever  he  pleases,  both  in  heaven  and  earth 
—should  at  last,  bring  all  his  of^pring  to  repentance,  holiness 
and  happiness  ?  This  is  so  reasonable^  mat  my  opponent  has  felt 
himself  compelled  to  urge  men  to  distrust  their  reason  on  this  sub- 
ject. That  this  doctripe  ai^cords  with  the  purest  desire^  will  not 
he  doubted.  My  friend  desires  its  truth — all  good  men  desire  it. 
Surelv  nothing  can  be  more  desirable  to  the  sincere  Christian,  J 
who  loves  his  God  and  his  fellow  man — nothing  can  more  highly 

f  ratify  the  purest  and  holiest  emotions  of  his  soul,  than  this  mosi 
lessed  assurance  of  a  reign  of  Universal  Holiness,  Love,  ap 
Peace ! 

Coming  to  us  with  all  this  weight  of  evidence,  and  under  the/l 
impressive  sanctions,  it  becomes  not  only  our  Privilege,  but  ou 
Duty,  to  receive  and!  rejoice  in  the  doctrine  of  the  salvation  of  al 
mni^kind.  Equally  19  it  our  duty  to  abandon  forever,  the  intiniti 
libel  on  God's  character,  contained  i^  the  fiction  of  endless  wretch?- 
edness !  Let  none  ()elieve  they  incur  any  danger^  or  can  expose  . 
theipftjelves  to  perd  of  ^ajny  description,  by  embracii\|^  a  sentiment     I 
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80  honorable  to  God,  so  worthy  of  Christ,  as  that  embraced  in  the 
final  salvation  of  a  hipsed  world  !  Let  none  entertain  riews  of 
God  so  low  and  wicked,  as  to  imagine  he  will  visit  evil  upon  any 
being  for  believing  the  plain  declarations  of  his  word,  and  altrilK 
nting  to  him  the  best  and  holiest  work  that  an  Infinite  Deitj  can 
accomplish !  No  where  can  intelligent  creatures  be  ia  a  positioa 
so  safe,  as  to  plant  themselves  on  the  Truth  f  !  That  tratk  we 
have  found.    Behold  and  accept  it,  O  man  ! 

Philanthropists,  would  you  have  .an  assurance  of  the  final  rood 
of  all  our  race  ?  Christians,  would  you  enjoy  n  hope,  that  atUst, 
all  enmity,  bitterness  and  strife,  shall  cease ;  that  disobedie&ce, 
evil  and  sin,  shall  be  destroyed,  and  holiness  and  happiness  fiU 
the  entire  Universe  ?  Parents,  children,  relatives,  frienos,  do  joa 
yearn  for  a  confident  faith  that  you  shall  hereafter  meet  all  the 
the  objects  of  your  hearts^  dearest  affections  %  Here  alone,  in  the 
belief  of  Universal  Salvation,  can  such  assurances,  such  hopes 
such  a  faith  be  found !  Embrace  it  as  the  beaeon-light  God  hath 
kindly  sent,  to  lead  you  to  peace  and  joy !  None  will  say  I  ex- 
hort you  to  adopt  a  doctrine  of  a  painful  or  repulsire  nature. 
The  very  thought  of  the  final  repentance  and  salvation  of  all  in- 
telligent beings,  fills  the  soul  of  the  good  man,  the  bumble  chria* 
tian,  with  the  highest  rapture.  All  christians,  all  pious  follow- 
ers of  Christ,  all  holy  and  pure  men,  love  this  doctrine.  This 
entire  audience  love  it.  You,  GeiUlemen  ModeratorSy  loTe  it 
My  brother  opposite,  although  contending  against  it,  with  all  his 
mi^ht,  and  strength,  and  soul,  still  LOVES  it  with  all  his  Ifiy^, 
and  Strength,  and  Soulf  He  has  not  denied  this  love,  bat  will 
freely  acknowledge  it.  And  he  will  yet  BELIEVE  the  doctrine 
he  now  so  ardently  loves ! !  Yes,  m^  brother,  I  anticipate  with 
the  highest  satisfaction,  meeting  you  in  a  world  where  there  will 
be  the  most  perfect  unanimity  of  feeling  and  opinion  between  ns ! 
No  longer  will  vou  raise  your  hand,  or  lift  up  your  voice,  in  op- 
position to  Goa*s  glorious  purpose  of  reconciling  the  world  id 
nimself.  In  the  midst  of  the  countless  throngs  of  the  great  taee 
of  man,  all  made  holy  and  happy,  you  will  see,  and /cm,  and  rr- 
joiee,  in  the  truth  of  that  doctnne,  against  which  yon  now  exert 
those  talents  which  God  ^ve  you  for  a  better  purpose.  Yon  wiO 
acknowledge  your  fault  in  combatting  a  truth  so  erident  and  so 
glorious.  That  will  be  a  happy  day !  Hand  in  hand  we  wiD 
walk  the  streets  of  tne  New  Jerusalem,  recounting  the  scenes  of 
past  existence,  beholding  the  displays  of  infinite  wisdom,  good- 
ness and  power,  which  will  blaze  around  wherever  we  direct  oar 
admiring  eyes,  and  rejoicing  at  the  movements  of  that  wondci^ 
working  Providence,  which  from  imperfection,  darkness  and  sin, 
will  have  educed  universal  perfection,  Hght,  and  holiness ! ! 

In  conclusion,  I  beg  the  Moderators  to  receive  the  expression 
of  my  sincere  thanks,  for  the  dignified,  patient  and  impartal 
manner  in  which  they  hare  presided*  daring  this  protiactad  £»- 
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cnsBion.  I  prs^  God  to  reward  them  for  this  lahor  of  love,  and 
to  bless  than  with  all  spiritual  and  temporal  good,  and  at  last  to 
grant  them  an  abundant  entrance  into  his  endless  kingdom  of  grace 
and  peace. 

In  taking  leave  of  my  brother  opposite,  I  tender  to  him  my  re- 
gard and  friendship.  If  in  the  ardour  of  debate,  and  the  excite^ 
ment  of  the  moment,  I  have  uttered  anything  that  has  wounded 
his  feelings,  or  the  feelings  of  any  who  sympathize  with  the  sen* 
timents  he  has  advocated,  I  can  but  express  my  sincere  regret,  and 
beff  them  to  attribute  it  to  an  error  of  the  head  and  not  of  Ukeheart* 
If  I  know  myself,  my  feelings  towards  those  who  differ  from  me, 
are  characterized  by  friendship  and  good  will.  Although  my  op- 
]K>nent  has  said  many  things  uneenerous  and  ungentlemanly  du* 
ring  this  debate,  yet  1  feel  I  ougnt  to  charge  these  things  more  to 
his  false,  blinding,  and  pernicious  doctrines,  than  to  any  confirmed 
depravity  in  his  principles  of  action.  I  design  to  pay  him  the 
r^'  highest  compliment,  when  I  assure  him  I  have  a  much  greater  es- 
^  timation  of  the  qualities  of  his  A^or/.  than  of  his  head  !  His  af* 
lections  are  rigrU — his  theory  is  wrong.  The  best  prayer  I  can 
utter  in  his  behaH  is,  that  he  may  speedily  be  converted  to  the 
-*-'  WHOLE  truth,  as  it  is  in  Christ  Jesus,  and  become  highly  instru- 
■^'"'^  mental  in  proclaiming  far  and  wide,  that  heaven-bom  Gospel  of- 
"y  Universal  Grace  and  Salvation,  which  he  has  on  this  occasion, 
:^^  labored  so  assiduously  to  overthrow.  May  Heaven's  choicest 
^  blessings  rest  upon  him  and  his,  through  hfe,  and  through  eter- 
A  nity ! 

To  the  audience  I  return  thanks  for  the  respectful  attention 
;'  they  have  given  durine  this  debate.     I  exhort  them  to  weigh  can- 

didly, whatever  they  nave  heard  from  either  ^uty.    Let  them 
imitate  the  conduct  of  the  Berean$^  of  whom  St.  Paul  speaks,  who 
>  ^  were  more  noble  than  the  people  of  Thessalonica,  in  that  they 

0f  received  the  word  in  all  readiness  of  mind,  and  searched  the  scrip- 

tures daily,  whether  these  things  were  so."  May  we  all  be  led 
to  love  God  supremely,  and  our  neighbors  as  ourselves — to  dis- 
charge faithfully,  our  every  duty  in  all  the  relationships  of  life ! 
May  we  enjoy  his  light  and  truth  while  we  live,  and  when  we 
die,  may  we  hear  his  voice  whispering  peace  and  trust  to  our  de-  ' 
parting  souls,  saying,  **  Fear  no  evil ;  I  am  with  thee  ;  my  rod 
and  my  staff  shall  comfort  thee."  Amen  and  Amen !— [  Time  ex- 
pired. 
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